
Chapter 0.3 Response to Comments 

0.3 Index of Comments on Draft EIR B Responses 
The Draft EIR for the 111 Calexico Place Specific Plan project was circulated for pubic review and comment between September 23, 2008 to 

November 21, 2008. The following agencies and organizations provided written comments on the Draft EIR during public review. A copy of each 

comment letter along with corresponding responses is included in a "side by side" format to facilitate review. The specific comments and the 

corresponding responses have each been given an alphanumeric refer~nce. 
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Federol/State Agencies 

DTSC Greg Holmes 5796 Corporate Avenue October 15, 2008 State of California Department of 0.3-3 

Cypress, CA 90630 Toxic Substances Control 

DOJ Edmund G. Brown, Jr. 1300 1 Street, Suite 125 October 17, 2008 State of California Department of 0.3-7 

Attorney General P.O. Box 944255 Justice 

Sacramento, CA 94244-2550 

NAHC Dave Singleton, Program 915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 November 6, 2008 State of California Native American 0.3-9 

Sacramento, CA 95814 1 · I Heritaae Commission 

PUC Laurence Michael, 320 West 4'h Street, Suite 500 November 6, 2008 State of California Public Utilities 0.3-12 

Utilities Enaineer Los Anaeles, CA 90013 Commission 

OPR Scott Morgan, Senior 1400 1 O'h Street November 5, 2008 State of California Governor's 0.3-14 

Planner P.O. Box 3044 Office of Planning and Research 

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 

DOT Jacob Armstrong, Chief 4050 Taylor Street, M.S. 240 November 20, 2008 State of California, Department of 0.3-16 

San Diego, CA 92110 Transportation, District 11, Planning 

Division 

Local Aaencies 

ICPWD William S. Brunet, P.E. 155 South 1 i'" Street October 23, 2008 County of Imperial Public Works 0.3-26 

Director of Public Works El Centro, CA 92243-2853 1 I Department 

APCD Brad Poin`ez, Air Pollution 150 South Ninth Street November 10, 2008 Imperial County Air Pollution 0.3-36 

Control Officer El Centro, CA 92243-2850 Control District 
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Chapter 0.3 Response to Comments 

Or 

MSJ Frank R. Jozwiak 11 15 Norton Building November 6, 2008 Law Offices of Morisset, Scholosser 0.3-38 

801 Second Avenue & Jozwiak representing Quechan 

Seattle, WA 98104-1509 Indian Tribe 

HPUD John A. Jordan, General 1078 Dogwood Road, Ste 103 November 4, 2008 Heber Public Utility District 0.3-49 

Manager P.O. Box Fl 

Heber, CA 92249 

RPE Anastasia Miki, Vice 341 Crown Court November 11,2008 Richard Pata Engineering 0.3-53 

President I,CA92251 

ICPDS Jurg Heuberger, AICP, 801 Main Str~et November 13, 2008 Imperial County Planning & 0.3-54 

CEP, Department El Centro, CA 92243 Development Services 

Director 

ICDSS James Semmes. Director 2995 S. 4'h Str~et, Suite 105 November 7, 2008 Imperial County Department of 0.3-66 

Fl Centro, CA 92243 Social Services 

ICFD Tony Rouhotas, Fire Chief 1078 Dogwood Road November 10, 2008 imperial County Fire Department 0.3-69 

Heber, CA 92249 

ICSO Raymond Loera, P.O. Box 1040 November 13, 2008 imperial County Sheriff's Office 0.3-70 

Sheriff/Coroner/Marshal El Centro, CA 92244-1040 
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Comment Letter 
DTSC 

SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED OCTOBER 15, 20DB (COMMENT LETTER DTSC)RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Maureen F. Gorsen, Director 

Llnda S. Adams 5796 Corporate Avenue Schwarrenegeer 
SBcretsry for Cypress, California 90630 ~ C E D ~ "ovarnor Response to Comment DTSC-1: 

vlronmenlal Pmtecllon As discussed in the Section 4.9 Hazardous Materials/Public Safety of the EIR, a search of 

selected governmental environmental databases was conducted and the project site 
OCT 20 2coB 

is not listed on any of the database searches. Currently the project site is vacant and 

October 15, 2008 1 I ~M M.3~~2 previously plowed agriculturalfields. Due to the previous agricultural uses of the site, 

__I the near-surface soils on-site most likely contain trace residue of pesticides used on the 

fields. However, in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulotions. 
Armando G. Villa 

prior to development of the project site a soil sampling shall be done to determine if 
Director of Development Services 

soils on the site are contaminated. If the soils area found to be contaminated, the soils 
City of Calexico will be required to be remedbted in accordance with federal, state, and local 
Development Services Department 

regulations. 
608 Heber Avenue 

Calexlco, California 92231 
In addition, there is a potential for the groundwater onsite to be contaminated due to 

DRAFT ENVIRONMEN'TAL IMPACT REPORT FOR PROPOSED 1~~ CALEXICO past use of pesticides on the project site. However with the implementation of 
PLACE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT, CITY OF CALEXICO (SCH # 2007031092), Mitigation Measure HM1. which requires a site-specific geotechnical study to be 
IMPERIAL COUNTY ' conducted for dewatering activities, this impact is reduced to a level less than 

significant. 
Dear Mr. Villa: 

The Departme'nt·of Toxic,Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted draft 
Environmental Impact Report(EiRj for the Oijove-mentioned project. The following 
project description is stated in your document: "Tl;;e proposed 111 Calexico Place 
Prbject (ProJect) is located at the southwest corner of the intersection of.dasper Road 
and State Highway (SH) 111 (SR-111). The proposed Project Is the development of 
Commercial Highway (CH) land uses, including a Class III Tribal Gaming Casino facility 
and Hotel facility within an approximately 232-acres project in the City of Calexico, 
Californii. The Project site has been used historically for agriculture but is currently 
vacant and undeveloped with level topography." 6TSC has the following comments: 

1) Th~ EIR should· identify the current or historic uses at the project site that~may 
have resulted in a release of hazardous wasteslsubstances, and any known or 
potentially contaminated sites within'the proposed Proje~t area. For all identified 
sites, the EIR should evaluate whether conditions at the site may pose a threat 
human health or the·environment, Following ale the databases of some of the 
pertinent regulatory agencies: DTSC-~ 

· Natlonal·Pilorities List(N :A 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA). 

· Envirostor: A Database primarily used by the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, accessible through DTSC's website (see below). 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Comment letter 
Armando G. Villa · DTSC 
October 15, 2008 ~ (cont'd.J 

Page 2 of 4 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, 
SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES. DATED OCTOBER 16, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER DTSC) (contlnued) 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS): A database 
of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA. Response to Comment DTSC-P: 

See Response to Comment DTSC-I, all required investigation and/or remediation of the 

· Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability site will be under the direct supervision of the City of Calexico and the appropriate 
Information System (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is maiilta[ned federal, state, or local agency. 
by U.S.EPA. 

Response to Comment DTSC-8: 
· Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the California As discussed in Section 4.9 Hazardous Materials/Public Safety of the EIR, the proposed 

Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both open as well as DTSC-1 project will be required to comply with all federal, state, and local regulations with 
closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and transfer stations. (cont'd·) regards to soil sampling, preparation of a detailed geotechnical analysis, and any 

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST)I Spills, Leaks, Investigations and I remediation and/or recommendations identified by these analysis. 
Cleanups (SLIC): A list that is maintained by Regional Water Quality Control 

Response to Comment DTSC-4: 
Boards. 

See response to comment DSTC-I. 

· Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup sites 
and leaking underground storagetanks. I Response to Comment DTSC-5: 

The project site is vacant and no buildings will be demolished with the development of 
· The United States Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard, the proposed project. 

Los Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3908, maintains a list of Formeily 
Used Defense Sites (FUDS). 

DTSC-2 
2) The EIR should identify the mechanism to Initiate any required investigation 

andlor remediation for any site that may be coritaminated, and the government 
agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight. ii necessary, DTSC can 
enter an oversight agreement in order to review such documents. Please see 
comment No. 12 below for more information. 

1 DTSC-3 

3) All environmental investigations, sampling andlor remedlation for the site should 
tie conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency 
that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance cleanup. The findings of 
any inves~gations, including any Phase I or II Environmental Site Assessment 
Investigations should be summarized in·thedocument. All sampling results in 
which hazardous substances were found should be clearly summarized in a· 
table. 

4) Proper investigation; sampling and remedial actions overseeri by the respective 
regulatory agencies, if necessary, should be conducted at the site.prior to the DTSC-4 

1 DTSC-5 
5) If buildings or other structures, asphalt or concrete-p8ved surface areas are 

being planned to be demolished, an investigation should be conducted for the 
presence of other related hazardous chemicals, lead-based paints or products, 

- ~ 
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Comment Letter 
DTSC 

Armando G. Villa 
(cont'd.) 

October15,2008 

Page 3 of 4 · RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, 
SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED OCTOBER 15, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER DTSC) (conlmued) 

1 DTSC.S Response to Comment DTSC-6: 
mercury,and asbestos containing materials (ACMs). If other hazardous 
chemicals, lead-based paints or products, mercury or ACMs are identified, proper 
precautions should be taken during demolition activities. Additionally, the See response to comment DTSC-1. 
contaminants should be remediated in compliance with California environmental Ico"''d.l 
regulations and policies. Response to Comment DTSC-7: 

As discussed in the EIR, currently, no sensitive receptors such as schools, porks, hospitals, 

j DTSC-6 
project site. Land uses surrounding the project site consist of agriculture fields, industrial. 

6) Project construction may require soil excavation or filling in certain areas. convolescent homes, or nursing homes are located within or in close proximity to the 
Sampling may be required. If soil rs contaminated, it must be properly disposed 

and not simply placed in another location onsite. Land Disposal Restrictions 
(LDRs) may be applicable to such soils. Also, if the project proposes to import 

and commercial uses. Furthermore, the proposed project is the development of 

soil to backfill the areas excavated, sampling should be conducted to ensure that commercial highway uses and a casino resort facility, which would not handle the use 
of hazardous materials other than the everyday commercial use cleaners, common 

the imported soil is free of contamination. chemicals used for landscaping and maintenance. and other common chemicals. 

DTSC-7 

risk to human health or the environment. 
7) Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors should be proteded Therefore, the development of the proposed project is not anticipated to pose a health 

during the construction or demolition activities. If it is found necessary, a study of 
the site and a health risk assessment overseen and approved by the appropriate 
government agency and a qualified health risk assessor should be: conducted to Response to Comment DTSC-8: 
determine if there are, have been, or will be, any releases of hazardous materials This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue or concern the 
that may pose a risk to human health or the environment, adequacy of the EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15088 and 15204. no further 

8) if it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the 1 response is required. 
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the 
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, Response to Comment DTSC-9: 
Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations As discussed in Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality of this EIR, per Mitigation 

(Ca!ifornia Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). If It is determined that DTSC18 Measure HWQI, the proposed project will be requirement to obtain coverage under 

hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should· also obtain a United the General Construction Permit, obtain a Waste Discharge Identification Number, and 

States Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number by. contacting shall prepare an effective site-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

(800) 618-6942. Certain hazardous waste treatment~prpcesses or hazardous subject to approval by the RWQCB. The implementation of Mitigation Measure HWQI, 

materials, handling, storage or uses may require authorization froril the local will ensure impacts related water auality are reduce to a level of less than significant. 
Certified Unified Program Agency(CUPA). information about the requirement for 
authorization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA. Response to Comment DTSC-IO: 

9) 
required to obtain an NPDES permit from the overseeing Regional Water Quality ~TSC-9 

see Response to Comment DSTC-I. 

If the project plans.include discharging wastewater to a storm drain, you may be 

Response to Comment DTSC-11: 

Control Board (RWQCB). See Response to Comment DTSC-I. 

10) If during construction/demolition of the project, the soil andlor groundwater 
contamination is, suspected, constructionldemoljtio? in the area should cease -1(1 
and appropriate 

11) If the site was used for agricultural, livestock or related activities, onsite soils.and 1"TSC-I1 groundwater might contain pesticides, agricultural chemical, organic waste or 
other related residue. Proper investigation, and remedial actions, if necessary, 

1 11 Calexico Place Specific Plan 0.3-5 December 2008 
Final 



Comment Letter 
DTSC 

Armando G. Villa Icont'd.) 
October 15, 2008 
Page 4 of 4 · RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, 

should be conducted under the oversight of and approved by a government DTSC-11 SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES. DATED OCTOBER 15, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER DTSC) (conllnued) 

agency at the site prior to construction of the project. (cont'd.) 
Response to Comment DTSC-I1: 

12) DTSC can provide guidance for cleanup oversight through an Environmental~ This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue or concern the 

Oversight Agreement (EOA) for government agencies which would not be odequacy of the EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15088 and 15204, no further 
considered responsible parties under CERCLA, or a Voluntary Cleanup DTSC-12 response is required. 
Agreement (VCA) for private parties. For additional information on the EOA 

or VCA, please see www.dtsc.ca.govlSiteCleanup/Brown_flel~!s~l or contact Response to Comment DTSC-13: 

Ms. Maryam Tasnit-Abbasi, DTSC's Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue or concern the 

(714)484-5489. · adequacy of the EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15088 and 15204. no further 

In future CEQA documents, please provide.your e-mail address, so DTSC can send you] DTSt-I~ response is required. 

comments both electronically and by mail, 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Raflq Ahmed, Project 
Manageri at rahmed~dtsc.ca.aov or by phone at (714) 484-5491. 

Greg 
Unit Chief 
Browniields and Environmental Restoration Program - Cypress Office 

cc: Gove'rnor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
P.O.Box3044 
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
stete.clearinghouse@opr·ca.gov. 

CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Office of Environmental 'Planning and Analysis 
1001 1 Street, 22nd Floor, M.S. 22-2 
Sacramento, California 95814 
gmoskat@dtsc.ca.gov 

CEQA#2325 
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Comment Lettei . 
DOJ 

PDMUND G. BR0147VJR. Slate ofCaNfowia 

Allov~ey Ce~reral DBPARTMENTOPJUSTICE RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
1300ISTRBET,SU1TB 125 SIGNED BY PATTY BRANDT FOR EDMUND G. BROWN JR.. DATED OCTOBER 17, 2008 

P.O.BOX944255 

SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2550 (COMMENT LETTER DOJ) 

R Public: 1916~ 445-9555 EIV Telephone: 327-7707 Response to Comment DOJ-l: 
Facsimile: 1 322-5609 

B-Mail: patty The City of Calexico granted the Department of Justice's request to extend the public 
ocr 2 7 2006 review period for an additional 14 days. The extended public review period (59 days) 

October 17, 2008 ended on November 21. 2008. 

SERVICES 

Armando Villa · Via email to: armandogv@calexico.ca.gov, 
Development Services Department originalbyU.S. mail. 
City of Calexico 
608 Heber Avenue 

Calexico, CA 92231 

RE: Draft Environmental~ Impact Report for the 111 Calexico Place 
Recluest for Extension ofTime to Review for Comment 

Dear: Mr. Villa 

This, letter is written, on behalf of the Governor's Oftice, to request a 14-day extension of 
time to review the above-referenced report for any.comments. As you know, the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report is a voluminous document that includes a large amount of 
technical information. The reviewer will need additional time to review the completed report. 
Furthermore, some of the information contained in the document may require expert 
consultatidns from other sources which will also require additional time. DOJ-l 

Therefore, we are requesting an allowance of additional time for the review period. At 
this time there has been no determination as to whether any comments will be made regarding 
the report, this is merely a request for additional time to review and consult. We ask for your 
courtesy in allowing an additional le days so that any comments made by the Governor's Office 
will be due by Friday November 21, 2008. 
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: ~ Commentletter 
DOJ October 17, 2008 

Page 2 Icont·d.) 

Thank you for your cooperationa~iimmediat. ~rsponse to Us raiueai ior;m alcnsionl DOJ-l 

oftime. (cont'd.) 

PATTY BRANDT 

Senior Legal Analyst 

For EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 

Attorney General 

PAB: 

ShZ003102811 

Document in ProLaw 
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Comment Letter 
NAHC 

8tATEOPcALIFOnNrd I\mold9ehwanene~eqGnyarner. 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION, 

918 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 354 

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 SIGNED BY DAVE SINGLETON, DATED NOVEMBER 6, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER NAHC) 

,,,,,,,, WE~L Fax (918) 657-5380 
Web sne y~oYu~oouE~Earmu 
trmsll: dknahc~pecbell.net Response to Comment NAHC-T: 

NovemberG, 2008 NOV 12 2008 This letter recommends a series of actions to determine if any historical or cultural 

resources may be affect by the proposed project. As described in Section 4.7 Cultural 
~LTY OF CALEXICO Resources of the EIR, there is one historical site (HAC-CP-IH, Central Main Canal) 

Mr. Armando G. Villa, City Planner pU\NNING DIVISIOFI located adjacent to the project site. The proposed project would involve the extension 
CITY OF C~LEXICO 
608 HeberAvenue and construction of two bridges across this historic canal. However, based on Historical 
Calerico,CA92231 Resources Inventory conducted by ASM Affiliates, the construction of the proposed 

Re: SCH#2a07031092:CEQA Notice of Comdetion: draft EnViLon~l~al lmoact Report (DElfU for the 1~1 qlexico bridges would not result in a indirect adverse effect because the proposed bridges are 
Place' Specific filan. a Mixed-Use Development including a Ganling Facility to be Operated by the Manzanita Band consistent with the historical access bridges that were previously used to cross these 
of the Kumevaav Nation: City of Calexico: Imoerial County. California canals. Therefore, a less than significant impact to historical resources was identified. 
Dear Mr. Villa: 

The NaBve American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is the state trustee agency, pursuant to Public With regards to cultural resources, no previous studies have been conducted within the 

Resources Code ~21070, designated to protect California's Native American CulturalResources. The California project site, not have any archaeological resources been recorded within the project 
Environmental Puality Act (CECLA) requires that any projectthat causes a substantial adverse change in the site. Based on this information and the post agricultural disturbance of the project site, 
significance of an historical resource, that includes archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect~ requiring the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per the California Code of Regulations ~15064.5(b)(e (CEQA it is not anticipated that archaeological resources will be encountered during 
guidelines). Section 15382 of the 2007 CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment as'a construction activities. However, if excavation of more than 15 feet is conducted on 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within an area affected by the 
proposed project, including...objects of historic or aesthetic significance.' In order to comply with this provision, the project site, archaeological resources may be encountered, which is considered a 
the lead agency is required to assess Whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the significant impact. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure CRI identified in the 
'area of potential effect (APE)I, end if so, to mitigate that effectThe proposed project is a 232-acre projectsite in the 
City of Calexico, 60-adres of whidh will be ditvot~d to a-tribal gaming facility and to beconsidered by the U.S. EIR, which requires extensive archaeological monitoring, recovery, evaluation, curation, 

Department of the Interior; B14 to-becbme'federal trust property.' The BIAwill prepare a separate Environmental and reporting, the impact to archaeological resources will be reduced to a less than 
Assessment 004) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) on the 60-acres of tribally-controlled 
land. The Manzanita Band understands that the ploject site is within the aboriginal territory of the Kainiali(umeLaay significani. 
people; For that reason; in consultation with the NAHC, they i~re committed to having a Native American monitor 
during all phases of the NEPA EA and during the construdion activity. The Manzanita Band has assigned iDs'cultural Furthermore, as discussed in Section 4.f Cultural Resources, of the EIR, a Native 
resources coordinator' to the proposed project Because of thi8 the NAHC is confident that Native American cultural 
resources, if discovered at the project she, will be responsibility protected andlor avoided by proposed protect American consultation was conducted as part of the cultural resources study. Two 
construction activity. I responses were received, one from the Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee 

For the balance of the project, to adequately assess the project-related impacts on historical resources, the and Quechan Indian Tribe, indicating that the tribe are unaware of any sacred lands 

Commission recommends ommends the following action: on the project site. However, the Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee noted 
J Contact the appropriate California Historic Resources information Center (CHRIS) for possible'cecorded sites' In 
locations where the development will or might occur.. Contact information for the information Center nearest you is that the entire are has been continually inhabited and requested that if any cultural 

available from the State Office of Historic Preservation 0916/653-7278)/ http:Nwww.ohp.Darks.ca.qoy. The record material and/or remains ore discovered during the construction of the proposed 

search will determine: project, the project shall stop and they be notified. 
If a part o'r the entire APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources. 

· If any known cultural resources have already been recorded in or adjacent to the APE. 
If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE. As required under Mitigation Measure CRI for the project, construction of the project 
If a sunray is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present. 

J If an archaeological inventory sunray is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing will be stopped if human remains or Native American artifacts are found and the Native 
the findings and recommendations of the records search and ff aid survey. American Heritage Commission (NAHC) will be notified if the remains are determined to 

The Rnal report containing site forms, site significanc8, and mitigation measurers should be submitted 
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human be Native American. In addition, during project grading, the appropriate procedures 
remains, and associated funerary objebts should be in a separate conndential addendum, and not be made required by the NAHC will be followed in the event of an accidental discovery. 
available fbr pubic disclosure. 

· The final written report should he-submitted within 3 months affir work has been completed to the apliropriate 
regional archaeological'lnforma8on Center. 

J Contact the.mative American Heritage Commission (NAHC)~for: 
ASabred LBnds File (SLF)search of the project aiea and infornafion on tribal 6bntact~ in the project 

vicinity that may have aaditional cultural resource information. Please provide this office with the following 
citation format to assistwith the Sacred Lands File search request USGS 7.5-minute ouadranole citation 
with name, township. range and section: . 
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Comment letter 
NAHC 

(cont'd.J 

· The NAHC advises the use of Nab've American Monitors, when profession archaeologists or the equivalent are 
employed by project proponents, in order to ensure proper idenlfication and care given cultural resources that 
may be discovered. The NAHC recommends that contact be made with Native American Contacts on the 
attached list to get their input on potential project impact(APE). In some cases, the existence of a Native 
American cultural resources may be known only to a local tribe(s). 

J Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude theirsubsurface existence. 
· Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of 

accidentally discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 015064.5 (f). 
In areas of identifed archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native 
American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground·disturbing acsvities. 

· A culturally-affiliate Native American tribe may be the only source of information about a Sacred SitelNative 
American cultural resource. 

· Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in INAHC-1 
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans. 

J Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains or unmarked cemeteries (cont'd.) 
in their mitigation plans. 

CEPA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to work with the Native Americans identified 
by this Commission if the initial Study identifies the presence or likely presence of Native American human 
remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Native American, identified by the 
NAHC, to assure the appropriate and dignified ~eatment of Native American human remains and any associated 
grave liens. 

J Health and Safety Code ~7050.5, Public Resources Code ~5097.98 and Sec. 115084.5 (d) of the California Code 
of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines) mandate procedures to be followed, including that construction or excavation be 
stopped in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery 
until the county coroner or medical examiner can determine whether the remains are those of a NaGve American. . 
Note that ~7052 of the Health 8 Safety Code states that disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony. 
J Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined in hi 53700f me California Code of Regulations (CEQA 
Guidelines), when significant cultural resources are discovered during the course of protect olannina and 
imdementatian 

Please feel free to contact me at (916) 653·8251 if you have any questions. 

Program Analyst 

Attachment: List of Native American Contacts 

Cc: State Clearinghouse 

Janielle Jenkins, Office of Governor Amold Schwarzenegger 
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NBIIVZ! American L~OnlBcrS Native American Contacts 

.b",~","b~~,Csqll2n~8 Attachment Imperial Counhl Attochment November6,2008 

NAHC NARC 

La Posta Band of Mission Indians Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation 
Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson Paul Cuero Nick Elliott, Cultural Resources Coordinator 
PO Box 1120 Dlegueno 36190 Church Road, Suite 5 Dleguen~lKumeyaay P.O. Box 1302 Kumeyaay 
Boulevard ~ CA 91905 Campo ~ CA 91906 Boulevard , CA 91905 
(619) 478-2113 chairman@campo-nsn.gov (619) 766-4930 
61 9-478-21 25 (619) 478-9046 (619) 925-0952- cell 

(619)478-9505 (919)766-4957 
(619) 478-5818 Fax 

Manzanita Band of t<umeyaay Nation Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians Quenchan Indian Nation 
Leroy J. Elliott, Chairperson Carmen Lucas Bridget Nash-Chrabascz, THPO 
PO Box 1302 Kumeyaay P.O. Box 775 Diegueno - P.O. Box 1899 Quechan 
Boulevard , CA 91905 Pine Valley , CA 91962 Yuma ~ AZ 85366 
(619) 766-4930 (619) 709-4207 b. nash @ quechantribe.com 
(619) 766-4957 Fax (928) 920-6068 - CELL 

(760) 572-2423 

Campo Kumeyaay Nation Fort Yuma Quechan Indian Nation 
Monique LaChappa, Chairperson Mike Jackson, Sr., President 
36190 Church Road, Suite 1 Kumeyaay PO Box 1899 Quechan 
Campo ~ CA 91906 Yuma , AZ 85366 
chairman@campo-nsn.gov qitpres@quechantribe.com 
(619) 478-9046 (760) 572-0213 
(619) 478-5818 Fax (760) 572-2102 FAX 

Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians Cocopah Museum 
Raymond Torres, Chairperson jill McCormick, Tribal Archaeologist 
PO Box 1160 Cahuilla County 15th 8 Ave. G Cocopah 
Thermal , CA 92274 Sommerton , AZ 85350 

(760) 397-0300 (928) 530-2291- cell 
(760) 397-8146 Fax (928) 627-2280 -fax 

This list Is current only as of the date of this document. This list Is current only as of the date or this document. 

Dlstrlbutlon of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responalblllty as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Dlstrlbutlon ct this listdoes not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 or the Heallh and 
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 ofthe Public Resources Code. Safety Code, Section 5097.94 or the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 or the Public Resources Code. 

This list Is only applicable for contacting focal Native Americana with regard to cultural resource. for the proposed This list Is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed 
SCH#2007031092; cE~A Notice of Completion; drat Environmental IMpact Report (DEIR) for the 111 Calexlco Place Speclllr: SCHlt2007031092; cE(IA Notice of Completion; draR Environmental Ilpact Report 1DEIR) for La ~11 Calexlco Place Specllb 
Plan; City of Calexlco; Imperial County, Callfornls. Plan; City olCalexlco; Impsrlal County, California. 

iii Calexico Place Specific Plan 0.3-1 i December 2008 
Final 



Comment Letter 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA PUC ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER. Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION R~7~r~J~ 
RESPONSE 10 COMMENT LETTER FROM PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, SIGNED BY 

320 WEST 4"' STRQET. SUITE MO 

I.OSANGELES. 0\ 90013 'n; 

NOV 1 2 2L#Kj LAURENCE MICHAEL, DATED NOVEMBER 6. 2008 (COMMENT LETTER PUC) 

November 6, 2008 CITY ~j~ CALEWCO Response to Comment PUC-1: 
PLANNING DIVISION This is an introductory to the letter and a brief summary of the project. No responses are 

required. 
Armano G. Villa 

CityofCalcxico Response to Comment PUC-P: 
608 Heber Ave. The addition of significant traffic along Jasper Road is projected to occur from this 
Calexico, CA 92231 

project, as well os cumulative traffic, which may queue to/post the current railroad 

Dear Mr. Villa crossing. The cumulative mitigation for the project includes improvements to the 
section of Jasper Road west of the project site, which is identified as Mitigation Measure 

Re: SCWtf· 2007031092; Draft Environmental Impact Report @EIR) for the Proposed II 1 Calexico 
CUML28 in Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts of the EIR. According to the City of 

Place Project Calexico, ultimate improvements to the Jasper Corridor for which the project is 
committed to paying its fair share also provides for necessary upgrades to the railroad 

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction over the safety of crossing. 
highway-rail crossings (crossings) in California. The California Public Utilities Code requires 
Commission approval for the construction or alteration of crossings and grants the Commission Response to Comment PUC-3: 

exclusive power on the design, alteration, and closure of crossings. The most westerly driveway is located more than 1200' east of the railroad tracks and is 
configured os a right in/out only driveway. Due to the significant distance, it is not likely 

The Commission's Rail Crossings Engineering Section (RCES) staff is in receipt of the City of that project traffic will queue to the railroad tracks. However, project mitigation for the 
Calexico Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed 111 Calexico Place Project PUC-1 

cumulative condition includes improvement to Jasper Road west of the project site to 
and has reviewed the document for impacts to highway-rail crossings in the area. Dogwood, which is identified as Mitigation Measure CUML28 in Section 5.0 Cumulative 

Impacts of the EIR. According to the City of Calexico, upgrades to the railroad crossing 
The project proposes to develop a 460, 000 square foot casino facility complex. The proposed ore included in the Josper Corridor improvements. 
project is located at the southwest comer of the intersection of Jasper Road and State Highway (SH- 
Ii). The project location is in close groximity to the Jasper Road highway-rail crossing, identified 
by CPUC Crossing No. 001BN-705.60, in the City of Calexico, Imperial County. The Union 
Pacific Railroad Company (UPRR) operates four to six freight trains a day at speed of 40 mph 
through the crossing. 

Iraca 
Staff is concerned with additional vehicles over the Jasper Road crossing resulting from the project 
impacting safety at the Jasper Road crossing. The DEIR identifies that the project would create a 
potentially significant impact to traffic in the project area and identifies mitigation measures to 
reduce the impact to less than significant. However, the DEIR does not address the possibility of 

PUC-3 

vehicles queuing form fl~e nearby intersections back to the tracks on Jasper. Another concern is the 
construction of driveways in close proximity to the crossing as access points into the casino resort. 
Driveways in close proximity to a crossing can create a situation where vehicles trying to get into 
and out the casino prevent vehicles from clearing the crossing. The 111 Calexico Place project 
presents a potentially significant impact to crossing safety. As a result staff would like to meet with 
the City to discuss the projects impact on the Jasper Road crossing and how our concerns can be 
mitigated. 
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If you ]78Ve illly (]uestions, YOU may contact me at (213) 576-7076 or Idi@cpuc.ca.gov 

Sincerely, 

Laurence Michael 

Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings Engineering Section 
Consumer Protection & Safety Division 

C: Dan Miller, UP 

-- --~- --------·--·- - ···· -··-·-· ··-···- ·--·--····· -;·--··--·~-- - ··--···-···; ------ · - · · ; ····; ---··-·· ·-··-··· --····- -··-;~ 
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Comment Letter 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH~t~i"~4v, STATE OP CALIPOBNIA· OPR 

4*~;~p~~ RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF 

STA;rE CLEARINGHOUSEAND PLANNING UNIT PLANNING AND RESEARCH. SIGNED BY SCOTT MORGAN, DATED NOVEMBER 5. 2008 

ArUioLoSCHWhRzilNaoaHR ~D~T (COMMENT LETTER OPR) 
GOYBRNDR 

~E%EI~DI Response to Comment OPR-I: 
This letter acknowledges that State Clearinghouse has received the City of Calexico's 

MBmOl""d~ I I NOV 1 82008 letter to extend the public review pen~od for the Draft EIR and that the City of Calexico 
has complied with the State Cleoringhouse public review requirements for the 111 

Date: November 5, 2008 CITY ~F;6ALEXICO Calexico Place EIR. 
PLANNING DIVISION 

To: All Reviewing·Agencies 

From: Scott ~l~organ, SenCor Planner 

Re: SCH#2007031092 

111 Calexico Place 

Pursuant to the attacbed·letter, the Lead Agency has 'extended the review period for the OPR-I 

iibove refereneed project to N6vembei 21, 2808 to aciommod8te the review process. :All 

other proje'ct information remains the same. 

cc: Armando C. Villa 

-~----------C-igoE~-al~6ico ~---------------------------- 
608 Heber Avenue 

Calexicd, CA.92231 

1400 IOth Street P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

(916)445-0613 PAX(916)323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 

111 Calexico Place Specific Plan 0.3-14 December 2008 
Final 



Document Details Report OPR Attachment 
OPR Attachment State Clearinghouse Data Base 

SCH# ~ 
ProlectTIUe 111 CalexicoPlace 

:e er 
LeadAgency Calexleo,Cityof 

Type~~i~ DraftEiR 
Descrrptlon The proposed prolect Is the development of Commercial Highway (CH) land uses, Including a Casino 

and an entertainment facility within an approximately 232-acre project site In the City of Calexlco. The 
.,,~-~. ,;~~.i~~~,h;.~....~;~-~~...~.;.*.'-.;~~:u;'~-~-··-;· ······~;:~:"· .':i.i;·,.,:~r,.u.l..,~,.:.:.~......... ..,,~....;... ..~..,...i;,.,;,... proposed project requires the following discretionary actions by the Calexlco Planning Commission 

~ifrt~a: ~ ~'~Baz~~.l~c~~;~PS~acy~" 
and City Council, approval of a Specific Plan, General Plan Amendment, Tentative Tract Map, and 
approval of a Development and Site Plan process from the City of Calexico. 

Lead Agency Contact 

NOTICE OF PUBLICREVIEW PERIOD E·X~SION Name ArmandoG.Villa 
Agency CityofCalexico 

OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT Phone (760)768-2105 Fax 
(SCH No. 2007031092) emall 

Address 608 HeberAvenue 

City Calexlco state CA ap 92231 

TO: RECIPIENT 
Project Location 

SUB~TECT: NOTICE OF EXTENSION OF PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD OF THE DRAFT County Imperial 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE 111 CALEXICO PLACE iae~ Calex,ce 
SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT (SCH No. 2007031092) Cross Streets 

Lat/Long 32"42'19"N1115"30' 19"W 

Lead Agency: RECEIVED Parcel No. 
CityofCalexico Townshlp Range Section Base 

Development Services Department OCT 3 1 2008 
Proxlmityto: 

608 Heber Avenue 

Cslexico, CA 92231 s~ite CLEARING HOUSE SH111,JasperRoad 

Confacl: Armando G. Villa, Director Railways 
Waterways 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Cdexico, as lead agency, has extended the public review Schools 
period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 111 Calexico Place Specific Plan LandUse Vacant 
Project by two weeks. Therefore, the public review period for the Draft EIR now ends on November 21, GP: industrial (I), Medium Density Residential (MDR), High Density Residential(HDR), and 

2008 instead of November 7, 2008. The 111 Calexico Place Specific Plan Draft EIR Public Review Commercial Highway (CH) 
Z: Planned Development (PD) 

Period is now from September 23, 2008 to November 21, 2008. 

Plqc.L Title: Draft Environmental Impact Rcpalt for th. Proposed ill Calexica Place Proje~t. (SCH p~aa.,, ur ouaar 8iola~ical Resources: niEhaaolagb·Hls~dc: T~dcMs~ardour: DralnaSelRbsa~pllan; Flood Plain/Flooding: Landuse; Noise; Public Services: Traff iclCirculat[on; Water Supply: Solid Waste; 
No. 2007031092). Wildlife; Cumulative Effects 

Comments: Written comments regarding the Draft EIR should be directed to Mr. Armando G. Villa, Reviewing Resources Agency: Colorado River Board; Department of Fish and Game. Region 6; Office of Historic 
Director of Develboment Services, 608 Heber Avenue, Calexico, CA 92231 and must be received no Agencies Preselvallon: Department of Parlts and Recreation; Department of Water Resources: California 

_ later than November 21, aQDSloublic review oeriod SeDtemher 222LX1Bthraugh~L?IoYemher21.,.2Q118~),____ HlghYuayP~atml;Csltraos.~alstd~i:~Baglonal\n~Latarl]~uallty_CsotmL8oard,BagianZ~~epadmantaf____ 
A Final EIR incorporating public input will be prepared for consideration by the City of Caiexico Toxic Substances Control: Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utililies Commission; Olher 
Planning Commission and City Council at future public meetings. For environmental review Agency(les) 
information for this project, please contact Mr. Armando G. Villa at (760) 768-2105, 

Da(eReceivcd 09/2312008 SbrtofRevlew 09/2312008 EndoiRevlew 11/21/2008 

Viva Calexico? 

~-------------~-------~--1 
Note: Planks in data fields result from Insuffleienl Information orovided by lead soencv. 

ill Calexico Place Specific Plan 0.3-15 December 2008 
Final 



nAs~ OF C~FORMA--BVSME5S. fR4~SPORthTIOFI A~ HousMc *OBFICY Comment Letter 
DOT 

DEPARTMENT OP TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 11 

PLAMNMG DTVISION 

1050 TAYLOR STREET, M.S. ?40 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
SAN DIEGO, CA ~1110 Ner~ol~lpowrrl TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 11, PLANNING DIVISION, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, 
PHONE (619) 668-6960 Oe ~lergv e~eie,ll! 
FAX (619) 688-4399 DATED NOVEMBER 20, 2008 (COMMENT LET?ER DOT) 
T~Y 711 

Response to Comment DOT-i: 

This is an introductory to the letter and provides a brief description of the project. No 
November20,200S response is necessary. 

I1-IMP-III 

PM 3.22 
Response to Comment DOT-2: 

Draft EIR - September 2008 
The County of Imperial and City of Calexico have set impact thresholds at LOS C. The 

111 Calexico Place 
LOS C threshold is the most conservative criteria for all effected agencies. As such. all 

SCH 2007031092 
impacts in the traffic study are based on an LOS C criteria. Additionally. Caltrans 

Mr. Armando Villa 
Intersecting Lane Volumes (ILV) analysis was conducted on State controlled study 

Director of Development Services intersections on SR-I 1 i and SR-98. 
City of Catexico 
608 Heber Street 

Calexico, CA 92231 

Dear Mr. Villa: 

The California Deparhnent of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to 
review the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR - September 2008) for the 1 11 
Calexico Place Specif~e Plan project, located at the southwest comer of the intersection o 
Jasper Road and State Route 1 11 (SR-11 i). 

As this project includes a Class 111 tribal gaming facility off-site from the reservation of 
the Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation, Caltrans wouldlike to reiterate that after the 
land is in trust status, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) will prepare a separate National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document for the gaming facility, which will also have 
to comply with the Tribal-State gaming compact provisions for off-reservation impacts. 
Caltrans will work together with the Tribe and the BIA to ensure that significant off- 
reservation traffic impacts will be mitigated when the environmental documents are 
prepared for the gaming project. 

Caltrans also has the following comments: 

Impact Thresholds 

1 DOT-2 
Page 4.3-25 states the following thresholds: 

4.3.2. 1 Roanway Segments - If the street segment LOS worsepls~f~on2 LOS D io 
LOS E or F, the impact is tonsiciererl significant and direct. 

"Colrrons improver moDiliry nuorr Cnli/ornio " 
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Comment Letter 

Mr. Armando Villa DOT 

November 20, 2008 (cont'd) 
Page 2 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 11. PLANNING DIVISION, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG. 

4.3.2.2 lj?tel.sectiolZS - Jfilze pI.ojecf worSens the LOS nr the study bltel·sectionfj~om ~ DATED NOVEMBER 20, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER DOT) (conflnued) 
LOS C or beltel- to LOS D o,· ~vorse, Ilre in~act is considered slkonilicnll,. Iflhe 
intersection LOS is nll-eady LOS D or wet-se nrld the project does not rlegl-nde ihe Response to Comment 001-3: 
LOS. the inlpnct is considel·ed to be clrmtllntive. If the proiect does de,prarle Ihe I This intersection currently operates at LOS F and the project contributes to the LOS F tit 
LOS, the inlpnct is considered n direct impact. 1 does not cause the LOS Fl, therefore the impact is considered cumulative. The impact 

is identified and cumulative mitigation is provided in Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts as 

· When a project increases delay to an intersection that is already operating at Level of MM CUML5. Also it should be noted that a current project to improve the ramps at I- 
Service (LOS) F, the project is required to maintain the Measure of Effectiveness DOT-2 8/Dogwood is underway. 
(MOE) at the intersection. (cont'd) 

Response to Comment 001-4: 

All affected State highway segments and intersections that were analyzed using City This intersection currently operates at LOS F and the project contributes to the LOS F tit 
of Calexico criteria should be updated to reflect the Department's criteria for does not cause the LOS Fl. therefore the impact is considered cumulative. Therefore, 
maintaining LOS C or better, if they differ. Any degradation of operations below the impact is identified and cumulative mitigation is provided in Section 5.0 Cumulative 
LOS C, if currently operating at LOS C or better, is considered a direct impact and Impacts as MM CVML5. Also it should be noted that a current project to improve the 
should be mitigated. In addition, degradation from LOS D or E to F is a direct impact, ramps at I-8/Dogwood is underway. 
and facilities currently operating at LOS F should maintain the current MOE within 
LOS F or better, but not lower than the current MOE. Response to Comment 001-5: 

This intersection currently operates at a deficiency with or without the proposed project. 
Existing plus Proiect (Casinol Conditions Therefore, the impact is identified as a cumulative impact and mitigation is proposed 

and provided in Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts as MM CUML6. Also it should be noted 

oor-3 ihata current project lo improve the ramp of I-81Dogwood ir undeMiay. · Table 4.3-9, Existing + Project (Casino Phase Only) Intersection Operation, should 
show the "1-8 WestboundlDogwood (TWSC)" intersection as a direct impact, not a 
cumulative impact, and mitigation of signalization will be required. Response to Comment 001-6: 

This intersection currently operates at a deficiency with or without the proposed project. 
Existing plus Proiect (Casino + Phase 1`) Conditions Therefore, the impact is identified as a cumulative impact and mitigation is provided in 

1 
Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts os MM CUML9. 

· Table 4.3-12, Existing + Project (Casino Phase + Phase 1) intersection Operation, 
should show the "1-8 Westbound/Dogwood (TWSC)" intersection as a direct impacf DOT-q 
not a cumulative impact. Direct· impact mitigation should be the signalization of the 
ramps with Dogwood Road. 

DOT-5 

· Table 4.3-12, Existing + Project (Casino Phase + Phase 1) Intersection Operation, 
should also show the "1-8 Eastbound/Dogwood (?I;VSC)" intersection as a direct 
impact, not a cumulative impact, as degradation from LOS E to F is a direct impact. 
Direct impact mitigation should be the signalization of the ramps with Dogwood 
Road. 

· Table 4.3-12, Existing + Project (Casino Phase + Phase 1) Intersection Operation, 7 
should also show the "SR-I11/Cole (Signal)" intersection as a direct impact, not a 
cumulative impact, as degradation from LOS D to F is a direct impact. This is.,1 DOr6 
reinforced with the Intersection Lane Volumes (ILVs) provided on page 4.3-72 which I 

"CoNro,lr impravrs ttlobilily ocro~ Olli/oNlia ~~ 

- ------~~---- --- -- 
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Comment Letter 
DOT 

Mr. Armando Villa Icont'd) 

November 20, 2008 
Page 3 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION. DISTRICT 11, PLANNING DIVISION, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, 

shows SR-11 i/Cole Road with an ILV of 1773 in the PM Peak, which is geater than i DOT-6 DATED NOVEMBER 20. 2008 (COMMENT LETTER DOT) (contlnued) 
the 1500 cspacity limit. Direct impact n!itigation should be pr0l3osed. (cont'dJ 

Response to Comment DOT-7: 

Existing; plus Proiecr (Casino) Mitigation Measures This intersection currently operates at a deficiency with or without the proposed project. 
Therefore, the impact is identified as a cumulative impact and mitigation is provided in 

· Page4.3-SO states thefollowingmeasures: Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts as MM CUML5. Also it should be noted that a current 
project to improve the ramps at I-8/Dogwood is underway. 

4.3.5.1 Exisfha Plvs Casino Phase Only 

me:u;io\u.ng dercr;Der tne mitigotion m8oruiej will need to be implemsnred to reduce rigni6can~ 

tronspo~:otionlc8cu:olion impocfr. o~lociafed ~iln Iha Cacino Phole developed under ths exi~ing Response to Comment DOT-8: 
conditbnr. to below a level ot lignificonce. The project is only required to mitigate Casino related impacts prior to occupation of 

the Casino phase; and ail improvements for the Casino plus Phase 1 be in place prior to 
A. Roodway segmenfl occupation of the Phase 1 component since a mitigation must have a nexus with a 
No miligolion a required or no diecf impacts were idontiled. project impact. 

DOT-7 

8. ]ntersecttons 
Response to Comment DOT-9: 

rl larper Rood/SR·lll The "Casino Only" phase does not generate significant left turns (total of 85 eastbound 
Prior to Ihe opening for burinsrr of any pcriicn of the Corino Phure oi t;7e propoled proloct. ihe left turns in PM peak) at this intersection and should not be required to build two (2) left 
picjecl cppiicant Jhall complete ccnltruction ol an ondiliona! eadbound lefl turn lone. turn lanes for this component of the project. The project is only required to mitigate 

Casino related impacts prior to occupation of the Casino phase: and all improvements 

This project also has direct impact mitigation for ]Existing plus Project (Casino Phase for the Casino plus Phase 1 be in place prior to occupation of the Phase 1 component 
Only), at I-8 WestboundlDogwood (TWSC) as stated above. since a mitigation must have a nexus with a project impact. Additionally, this 

intersection improvement may be required pending the development projects that will 

DOT-8 

· In order to minimize conskuction impacts to SR-III and Jasper Road, it is preferred occur on the east side of SR 1 1 i. 
that this project complete all mitigated improvements for "Casino phase" and 
phase + Phase 1" mitigation prior to the opening day for the Casino phase. 

Existing plus Project (C·asino + Phase 1~ Mitigation Measures 

· Table 4.3-18, Existing Plus Casino Phase Mitigated Intersection Operation, should 
show the following improvements for the Jasper Road/SR-lll intersection: 

Prior to opening day for any portion of Phase 1 (Casino phase or Casino + Phase 1 
Phase), the project applicant should complete the installation of dual eastbound left- 
turn lanes (volume is 308 vehicles in the PM Peak per Figure 4.3-21, where 300 vph DOf-9 
or greater turning volume is used to quantify the need for dual lefts), a southbound 
right-turn lane (volume is 367 PM Peak per Figure 4.3-21), a standard length 
northbound left-turn lane to decelerate entirely in the left turn lane and store the left 
turn volumes (volume is 279 PM Peak per Figure 4.3-21), and an eastbound right turn 
lane (volume is 252 PM Peak per Figure 4.3-21), with a dedicated through lane in 
both the eastbound and westbound directions of Jasper Road as part of this project's 

Direct Tmpact Mitigation. 

"Cnbronr impmver mobility ncr~rr Coli/ornin " 
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Comment Letter 

Mr. Armando Villa DOT 

November 20, 2008 (cont'dJ 
Page 4 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICTT1, PLANNING DIVISION, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, 

· In addition, as palt of the mitigation discussion, the project document should list the ]oor-lo DATED NOVEMBER 20, 2008 (COMMENT LE~ITER DOT) (cDnllnued) 

recluired direct impact mitigation for SR-I1I/Cole Road and I-8ii)ogwood Road, 
whether this project or others will complete such work or not. Response to Comment DOT-in: 

As noted previously. the project does not have direct impacts at these locations. It is 

.~ DOT-11 
our understanding that the I-8/Dogwood interchange has a current improvement · PLn analysis for the SR-111/McCabe Road intersection and the SR-I11/I-S ramps is 

not included. This analysis and any necessary mitigation should be included as palt project. The proposed project does contribute to the cumulative need for these 
the Draft EIR and Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for all project phases. improvements and mitigation through fair share payment is provided at these location, 

which is discussed on pages 5-8 through 5-13 of the Section 5.0 Cumulative Impact of 

· This project has a direct impact, not a cumulative impact, at SR-111/SR-98. Enough the EIR. 
variance exists in volume to assume that 2015 volumes cause the intersection to 

operate at capacity, and this project adds significant volume to cause the intersection Response to Comment DOT-I1: 
to operate over capacity. Since it is not planned for this intersection to have a It is our understanding through discussions with Caltrans that the SR-I 1 1/McCabe Road 
diamond interchange and be part of the planned Freeway segment, mitigation should intersection does not allow through traffic from McCabe to SR-1 1 i, therefore this 
be proposed to mitigate this project's impact. The mitigation should be sufficient DOT-12 intersection is considered to not exist at this time. The SR-II1 interchange with 1-8 is a 
enough to bring the intersection to a capacity level to sustain current LOS and delays cloverleaf design without any traffic controls (such as traffic signals or stop signs) and is 
or improve upon existing LOS and delays. The altering or coordinating of si~als not subject to traffic analysis programs, because there is no approved program that 
and timing have not adequately been shown to mitigate this project's impacts to a analyzes a non-controlled intersection(i.e.. no vehicles have to stop to enter/exit the 
sufficient level in the provided Draft EIR. Any analysis using this proposal must cloverleof, so no delay values exist and therefore no level of service con be applied to 
assume that all allowable green time will be provided for mainline SR-I11 traffic. the delay) . The Caltrans ILV methodology applies only to signalized intersections. 

· Widening of the bridge is a part of the ultimate improvements for the I-8/DogwoodRoad interchange. The project has direct and cumulative impacts to this interchange, DOT-13 Understanding that the Year 2015 scenario includes significant cumulative traffic 
Response to Comment DOT-12: 

and mitigation toward this ultimate improvement should be identified. volumes throughout the City of Calexico and County of imperial. the proposed project 
is part of the base condition which generates this level of development and 

General Comments subsequent traffic volumes. As such, the project is part of the cumulative impacts since 
deficiencies at this location exist with or without the proposed project. The mitigation to 

· The project site plan shows some portions of the project to be at or in very close participate in constructing additional lanes is the only feasible and reasonable 
proximity to State Right-of-Way(RNV). This is a concern due to the eventual mitigation due to the lack of right of way or the ability to improve this intersection 
footprint of a planned Freeway Interchange at the SR-l 1 1/Jasper Road intersection. beyond an "at-grade" configuration which can only achieve LOS D for the Year 2015 
The 2007 Imperial County Transportation Plan Highway Element (ICTP) plans for the I condition. The LOS D condition is considerobly improved over the LOS F condition, 
upgrade of SR-I11 to a 6-lane Freeway with interchanges at several locations. which exists prior to mitigation. 
Caltrans has coordinated with the City of Calexico on several occasions to identify the 
needed Rn;V to accommodate a Freeway Interchange at SR-111 and Jasper Road that DOT-14 

The mitigation for signal coordination is recommended under the future condition (yebr 
would be necessary to meet the future transportation needs of the region. 2035). not the near term (year 2015) cumulative condition. In future scenarios, where 

development parcels are completely built out and no other development can be 
The California Freeway and Expressway system has been constructed with a large constructed, it would be reasonable to assume that some intersections cannot be 
investment of public funds. Understanding the importance of SR-I 1 1 as a goods I mitigated to the LOS C standard. 
movement corridor and a potential upgraded Jasper Road as part of the regional 
transportation nehvork, as well as establishing funding for the necessary 
improvements, Caltrans developed a Project Study Report (PSR) for SR-I11 and 
commissioned a study for SR-98 East to determine the various lane configurations and 
alternatives that would be required to build the necessary improvements. The SR-111 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 11, PLANNING DIVISION, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, 

DATED NOVEMBER 20, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER DOT) (conlinued) 

Response to Comment DOT-13: 
The project does have cumulative impacts (not direct) at this location and mitigation is 
recommended for fair share improvements, which would include any necessary bridge 

widening as determined by the ultimate improvement project for this location. 

Response to Comment DOT-14: 
The latest Conceptual Site Plan for the project which is provided as Figure 2-3 in the EIR 
takes into account our best understanding of the future conditions at the intersection of 

Jasper Road/State Highway 111. This information was given to the City of Calexico by 
Caltrans in November 2007 and was verified to be correct at that time. 

The southwest corner of this intersection shows the service road that follows along the 

east perimeter of the 111 Calexico Place site area to be roughly 190 feet farther west 
than what is currently on the ground. In meetings, the City of Calexico has been told 
that this is sufficient for Caltrans' needs, keeping in mind that the information given to 

our team was not in CAD format at the time received: therefore, it may well not be 
accurate to the nearest foot. Internal to the site our conceptual site plan shows a 

variety of retail and restaurant uses. These uses are speculative in nature, and are 
bosed on current market trends and are subject to change as the project design 

finalizes. Ultimately the City Engineer will review the final sites plans and will consult with 

Caltrans staff for accuracy. 
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Comment Letter 
DOT 

Mr. Armando Villa 
(cont'd) 

November20,2008 
Page 5 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 11. PLANNING DIVISION. SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, 

PSR and SR-98 East Study identify RnnV for a 6-lane Freeway and developed a design DOT-14 DATED NOVEMBER 20, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER DOT) (contlnved) 
footprint for the interc!langes oil SR-111. Csltrans has provided the City with copies (,,,t·d) 
ofthese documents. -t Response to Comment DOT-15 

The City Engineer will ensure compliance with all applicable requirements. 

· No access will be provided from SR-I1I except from Jasper Road. Any access from 
Sasper Road must meet the minimum requirements for a Freeway Interchange, which Response to Comment DOT-16: 
is planned for this intersection, and should conform to the standards outlined in the DOT-15 The City Engineer will ensure compliance with all applicable requirements. 
Highway Design Manual Topic 504.3 Ramps: For new construction or major 
reconstruction of interchanges, the minimum distance (curb return to curb return) Response to Comment DOT-17: 
between ramp intersections and local road intersections should be 400 feet. The _I As discussed in Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality of the EIR the project would 
preferred minimum distance should be 500 feet. not increase runoff off-site, all storm water runoff will be capture on-site and will flow 

through an adequate storm drain system. Furthermore no drainage would be modified 

· Any signalized intersections on the lasper Road corridor should be placed at half mile 1··r~~ or runoff increased on State facilities. 

spacing if the fUture intention is for this corridor to become part of the State highway 
system. Response to Comment DOT-18: 

The City Engineer will ensure compliance with all applicable requirements. 

· Crrading for this proposed project which would modify existing drainage and increase i DOT-17 Response to Comment DOT-19: runoff to State facilities will not be allowed. 
As discussed in Section 4.2 Aesthetics/Visual Quolity of the EIR, all lighting for the 

proposed project will be reviewed by the City for compliance withthe City's Municipal · The Lead Agency is responsible for requiring its permit applicants to provide any 

j DOT-18 
Code for lighting. In addition, shielding devices or other light pollution limiting additional highway planting called for by its community standards. The Lead Agency 

and the developer will need to enter into an agreement with Caltrans as to who will be mechanisms would be utilized to reduce light pollution impacts on the surrounding 
responsible for the proposed maintenance of the highway planting prior to any work area. 
within the State right-of-way. 

Response to Comment DOT-20: 

· All lighting (including reflected sunlight) within this project should be placed and/or 1 DOT-19 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue or concern adequacy of 

shielded so as not to be hazardous to vehicles traveling on SR-111. the EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15088 and 15204. no further response is 

· Caltrans will not be held responsible for any noise impacts to this development, 100T-20 
required. 

including from the ultimate configuration of SR-1 1 1. Response to Comment DOT-21: 
The City's Development Services Department-Building Division will ensure compliance 

· The developer or local agency will be responsible for the preparation of a Project 1 with all applicable requirements. 
Report that will be required for all locations where a traffic signal is proposed within 
State RIW. The California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), 
Section 4B.102(CA) Project Report Standard, is provided for reference. The 
District should prepare a project report of the investigation of conditions at locations 
where a new traffic signal is to be installed, an existing traffic signal is to be modifi DOT-21 
or an existing traffic signal is to be removed on the State highway. The Caltrans 
District Directors are authorized to approve project reports in accordance with the 
current departmental policies contained in the Project Development Procedures 
Manual. Three copies of the District-approved project report should be forwarded to 
the Caltrans Chief of State and ]Local Project Development. A project report should 

"Colrranr inlpmver nl~bilil)· ocrorr Coli/onlin" 

ill Calexico Place Specific Plan 0.3-21 December 2008 
Final 



Comment Letter 
Mr. Armando Villa -DOT 
November 20, 2008 (cont'd) 

Page 6 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 11. PLANNING DIVISION. SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG. DOT-21 

be prepared whether the work is performed by tl:e State or by others, if the traffic 1 (cont'd) DATED NOVEMBER 20, 2008 (COMMENT LETIER DOT) (Eonflnued) 

signal is located oil the State highway. 
Response to Comment DOT-22: 

· Caltrans supports Fair Share contributions for all cumulative impact mitigationslwhich would be in addition to the Direct Impact Mitigations outlined in the Draft UR The traffic mitigation measures are identified in Sections 4.3 Transportotion/Circulation 
and 5.0 Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIR. In addition, all impacts and mitigation 

Please update the EIR and all correlating analyses, and provide impact mitigation for DOT-22 measures are summarized in the Executive Summary Table (Table ES-I) of the EIR. This 
the listed intersections sho~vn as having a direct impact from this project. In addition, information is provided in the Mitigotion. Monitoring and Reporting Program provided in 
cumulative project impact mitigation should be included, and designated work (i.e. the Final EIR. 
addition of lanes, traffic control devices) should be outlined in the project mitigation 
section to clearly define what improvements are required and at w~at phase in the Response to Comment DOT-23: 
project each impact mitigation will be in place. All cumulative impacts should be The City will work with Caltrans. 
outlined at each impacted intersection with the necessary improvements required to 
maintain or improve delay or capacity, and the fair share percentage identified. Response to Comment DOT-24: 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is provided in the Final EIR. 

1 DOT-23 The City's Development Services Department-Building Division will ensure compliance 

· Direct impact mitigation conditioned as part ofa local agency's development approv 
for improvements to State facilities can be implemented either through a Permit, Response to Comment DOT-25: 
Cooperative Agreement between Caltrans and the Lead Agency, or a Highway 
Improvement Agreement (HIA) between Caltrans and the project proponent. with all applicable requirements. 
Cumulative impacts can collected through the Lead Agency, or thrpugh an agreemen 
directly with Caltrans for the collection of fair share mitigation. When that occurs, 
Caltrans will negotiate and execute a Traffic Mitigation Agreement. 

· The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires, under Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Section 21081.6, the adoption of reporting or monitoring programs whel 
public agencies include environmental impact mitigation as a condition of project DOT-24 
approval. Reporting or monitoring takes place after project approval to ensure 
implementation of the project in accordance with the mitigation adopted during the 
CEQA review process. According to PRC Section 21081.6, when a project has 
impacts that are of statewide, regional; or area-wide significance, a reporting or 
monitoring program should be submitted to Caltrans. 

· Any work performed within Caltrans RJW will require discretionary review and 
approval by the Department. Current policy allows Highway Improvement Projects 
costing $1 million or less to follow the Caltrans Encroachment Permit process. 
Highway Improvement Projects costing greater than $1 million but less than $3 
million would be allowed to follow a streamlined process similar to the Caltrans 
Encroachment Permit process. In order to determine the appropriate permit DOT-25 
processing of proj ects funded by others, it is recommended the concept and project 
approval for work done on the State Highway System be evaluated through the 
completion of a Permit Engineering Evaluation Report(PEER). A PEER should 
always be prepared when new operating improvements are constructed by the 
permittee that become part of the Statt Highway System: These include but are not 
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Comment Letter 

DOT 

Mr. ~ando Villa (cont'd) 

November 20, 2008 
Page 7 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 11, PLANNING DIVISION, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, 

limited to, signalization, channelization, rum poclrets, widening, reali~nment, public DATED NOVEMBER 20, 2008 (COMMENT LRTER DOT) (Eonllnued) 
road connections, and bike paths and lanes. After approval of the PEER an 
encroachment permit would be issued. Response to Comment DOT-26: 

The City's Development Services Department-Building Division will ensure compliance 

In order to expedite the Caltrans Encroachment Permit Review process ior projects DOT-25 with all applicable requirements. 

sponsored by a local agency or private developer, it is recommended a PEER be (cont'd) 
prepared and included in the Lead Agency's CEQA document. The PEER document Response to Comment 0OT-27: 
forms and procedures can be found in the Caltrans Project Development Procedures The City's Development Services Department-Building Division will ensure compliance 
Manual (PDPM): I with all applicable requirements. 
httD:/!www.dot.ca .gov!ha!opodlpdDmipdumn. htm 
http:llM,ww.dot.ca.pov/ha/tl-affopsidevelo~ser~·!DermitslDdflformslPEER (TR-0112).~df Response to Comment DOT-28: 

The City's Development Services Department-Building Division will ensure compliance 

· The applicant's environmental document must include such work in their project 1 with all applicable requirements. 
description and indicate that an encroachment permit will be needed. As part of the 
encroachment permit process, the developer must provide appropriate environmental Response to Comment 0OT-29: 
approval for potential environmental impacts to Caltrans Rn?T. Environmental The City's Development Services Department-Building Division will ensure compliance 
documentation should include studies or letters from qualified specialists or personnel with all applicable requirements. 
which address the potential, or lack ofpotential, for impacts in State Rn~T: 

Copies of all project-related environmental documentation and studies which address DOT-26 
the above-cited resources should be included with the project proponent's 
encroachment permit application to Caltrans for work within State R/W. If these 
materials are not included with the encroachment permit application, the applicant 
may be required to acquire and provide these to Caltrans before ihe permit can be 
processed, potentially resulting in significant delays in permit approval. The developer 
will also be responsible for procuring any necessary permits or approvals from the 
regulatory and resource agencies for the improvements. 

I""' · When a property owner proposes to dedicate property to a local agency for Caltrans 
use in conjunction with a permit project, Caltrans will not issue the encroachment 
permit until the dedication is made and the property has been conveyed to the 
Department. 

DOT-28 
· An encroachment permit will be required for all traffic signal installations or 

modifications. Section 4B.112(CA) Encroachment Permits Standard is included for 
reference: Encroachment permits are required for a local agency or a private party to 
install or modify traff~e signals and street lighting on a State highway. 

~ ~,~n"~:~,~s~`~Y~~,"~~~~,~'~~se~"d"b"~'~'~P~es~"~."~,~f~di~"m~t":~~ DOT-29 

review and approval. 
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Comment Letter 

Mr. Armando Villa DOT 
NovemberL7;2008 Icont'd) 
Page 8 Zo RESPONSE T0 COMMENT LETTER FROM STATE Of CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 

· Standard: In each case, a statement of ownership, maintenance, and operation shall,,] ,,,., 
TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 11, PLANNING DIVISION, SIGNED BY JACO& ARMSTRONG, 

DATED NOVEMBER 20, 2008 (COMMENT LEITER DOT) (conflnued) 

included in the permit. 
Response to Comment DOT-30: 

sections, adequate structural sections, traffic handling plans, and signing and stripingDOf-31 with all applicable requirements. 
· Improvement plans for construction within Caltrans Rn;V must include typical cross The City's Development Services Department-Building Division will ensure compliance 

plans stamped by a professional engineer. All construction must be in conformance 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. Response to Comment DOT-31: 

The City's Development Services Department-Building Division will ensure compliance 

· Caltrans encourages other multi-modal options to relieve traffic congestion, such as DOT-32 with all applicable requirements. 
bicycle and pedestrian enhancements and transit improvements. 

Response to Comment DOT-32: 

Caltrans should receive any notices in advance of scheduled public hearings. If you have any The City's Development Services Department-Building Division will ensure compliance 
questions, please contact Connery Cepeda at (619) 688-6968. with all applicable requirements. 

Sincerely, 

JACOB ARMSTRONG, Chief 

Development Review Branch 
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Mr. Armando Villa 

November20,2008 

Page9 

be: Bill Fig,ae (MS 240) 
Mark Bobotis (MS 240) 

Michael Powers (MS 230) 
Hoa Bui (MS 230) 
T1·oy Bucko (MS 230) 
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Comment Letter 

ICPWD 

~IY%L CountyofImperial a~*8i~,l~a~~,t~,N~-tc~*, 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM COUNTY OF IMPERIAL, PUBLIC WORKS 

PUBLIC WORKS DEI~PARTMENT DEPARTMENT. SIGNED BY MPNLUEL ORTIZ. PE PDR WILLIAM S. BRUNET. DATED OCTOBER 23. 
2008 (COMMENT LETTER ICPWD) 

October 23, 2008 Response to Comment ICPWD-1: 
OCT 27 2WB CEQA requires that the executive summary provide a list of the impacts and mitigation 

measures of a project. The proposed project will only result in direct traffic impacts 

Mr. Armando G. Villa during the existing plus casino and existing plus casino and phase I, all other phases of 
Director of Development SBlvices the development result in cumulative traffic impacts. Cumulative traffic impacts and 
City of Calexico 
608 Heber Avenue mitigation measures ore provided in the executive summary table after Section 4.12- 
Calexico, CA 92231 Geology/Soils. 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Report for tha 111 Celexico Place·Specific Response to Comment ICPWD-P: 
pjan (Uniform Application No. 2006-14) (ACH No. 2007031092), Jasper The Mitigation Measure T2 and T3 provide for the minimum paved travel lanes required 
Road. to reduce the impact to an acceptable level of service. As in all cases of roadway 

DearMr. Villa: mitigotion, adequate right of way must be preserved for the ultimate buildout 
configuration/classification of the roadway even though less pavement may be 

This lettel· is in response to your memorandum and Draft Environmental Impact Report for the required in the near term. The agency should be responsible in securing the rights of 
proposed 111 Calexico Place Development received oil September 25, 2008. The proposed site is way for its ultimate geometric section requirement with the adjacent property owners 
located at the southwestcorner of the intersection of Jasper Road and State Highway (SH) 111 via development projects end/or establish a rights of way acquisition procedure and 
within City of Calexico limits. Jaspey Reed' borders the irregular sllaped site on the north, on the 

process for this off-site corridor of the applicant. east by SH 111, and to the south- and west by~the Dopwood Canal (unlined.channel) and Central 
Main Canal (unlined channel). The--proposed 232 ·aore site consists in the development of 
Commercial Highway land uses, proposirlg to develop 459,621 square foot Class III gaming 
casino facility, including a 93,880 square foot casino gaming area, 400 hotel rooms, 411,000 
square foot of retail space, 110,000 square feet of restaurant space, 395,000 square feet of office 
space, 340,000 square feet of office tech space, and a 20,800 square foot police/fire station in five 
phases over a period of II years. 

Department Staff has reviewed the document'and has the following comments should be 
addressed: 

Page ES-7, Table ES-l ;rSuliirnkij of Signinf ant Ildpucts ann Mitignt!on~Meagures''. 

1 ICPWD-1 

I. Listsredommep;lda Mi;ipatioh:Measures fbi.:Existjn~ plus casino and 
existing plus casino and phase I of project's develoj~ment. Mitigation 
Measures should be provided for the commercial highway development 
which includes the development of 395,000 sf, of office space and 
340,000 sf, of office tech space. 

ICPWD-2 

n. Mitigation MMTZ and MMT3 for roadway segments Dogwood Road 
from I-8 to McCabe'Road-and Dogwood Road from McCabe Road to 
HeberRoad states that prior to the opening for business of any portion of 
'Phase I of the propoded (assuming Casino Plaza buildout is complete) the 
prgect· applicant· shall complete construction of a four lane major 
roadway and all related roadway and infrastructure improvements in 
accordance with the specifications of the County of Imperial. Please note 

155 South Ilth Street, El Centro, CA 92243-2853. Tel: (760) 482-4462 · Fax: (760) 352-1272 
An Equal Opportunity / AMrmatlve Action Employer 
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Comment Letter 
ICPWD 

(cont'dJ 

j ICPWD-2 2008 (COMMENT LETTER ICPWD) (conflnued) 

Dogwood Road under the latest approved General Plan Circulation RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM COUNTY OF IMPERIAL, PUBLIC WORKS 
Element is classified as a modified Prime Arterial (6 lanes with transit 
lane). In order to accommodate the proposed road improvements, DEPARTMENT, SIGNED BY MANUEL ORTIZ, PE FOR WILLIAM S. BRUNET, DATED OCTOBER 23, 

sufficient right of way will need to be provided by applicant. 
Additionally currently Dogwood Road from I-8 to El Centro City Limits (conf'd) 
is a 4 lane road and the County is currently in the design stages to Response to Comment 1CPWD-3: 
construct Dogwood Rod from El Centro City Limits to McCabe Road to The impact to Dogwood/McCabe is identified in the traffic study (refer to page 43, and 
four lanes, Please con·ect/ address document as required. 

page 50/Table 13 of the August 8, 2008 traffic study [Appendix B of the EIR] and page ) 

III. MM T6: Dogwood Road/McCabe Road O\]orthlSouth) il~tersection. Prior with the addition of Phase 1 project traffic. Recommended mitigation for realignment 

CPWD-3 

mitigation. In case of a more extensive improvement required by other project 
to the opening for business of any portion of Phase i, the project and signalizotion is identified on page 87 (Existing Plus Casino+Phase 1 Intersections) 
applicant shall realign McCabe Road at Dogwood Road and install an 
additional traffic signal. This intersection is currently in the design mitigotion measure, the applicant can make its impact fair shore contribution to the 
stages, a traf~e signal will be installed as per the tri-party agreement overall project. 
between County, City of EI Centro and IV Mall Developer. Pair share 
cost should be provided by applicant to mitigate the impacts to this 
intersection due to the Casino and futul~e phases of improvemellts. Response to Comment 1CPWD-4: 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is attached to the Final Elff, which 
IV. MM 17: Dogwood Road/Willoughby Road intersection. Prior to the identifies the timing and implementation responsibility of each of all of the mitigation 

opening for business of any portion of Phase I, the applicant shall measures identified in the EIR. As identified in Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts of the EIR, 
complete installation of an additional traffic signal, realign onto the 
Jasper road realignment, and add a southbound left turn lane. Mitigotion Measures CUMLI through CUMLJO have been revised to clarify the City's 

pion to determine fair shore costs and implementation of mitigation measures. 

V, MM T8: Jaspcr Road/Scaroni Road illtersection. Prior tothe opening for Furthermore, in the case of the fair share contribution and other signalization projects, 
businessof any portion of Phase i, the project applicant shall complete fair share percentages and cost distribution are indentified in Tables 5-17.18.19, 20, and 
installation of an additional traffic signal and westbound 21 of the Final EIR. 
left/nourthbound right lane. This intersection shall be realigned with ~CPWD-4 
development ofthe proposed project. 

Response to Comment ICPWD-5: 

VI, MM TIG: Dogwood Road/Cola Road intersection. Prior to the opening In preparing the Transportation Demand Management Plan, the project applicant will 
of any portion of Phase I, the project applicant shall complete consult with Kathy Williams, Administrative Analyst III with the Imperial County Executive 
installation of an additional traffic signal. Office, to coordinate transit services and to ensure the Plan complies with requirements 

for bus stops or transfer centers in or near the project. 
These proposed mitigations will·require the applicant (As stated in 
DEIR) to provide intersection improvements that will require tremendous 
amount of right of way. A mechanism should be including specifying Response to Comment ICPWD-L: 
time frame a cost of improvements'tobe constructed respectively. As identified in Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts of the EIR, Mitigation Measures CVMLI 

through CUMLSO have been revised to clarify the City's pion to determine fair share 
vn, MM T11: Transportation Services. Although no impact to the policies 

1 ICPWD-5 

costs and implementation of mitigation measures. 
for alternative transportation were identified, the project is still required 
promotes alternative transportation, in order to reduce traffic and air 
quality impacts associated with the proposed project. The project 
proponents shall consult with Kathy Williams- Administrative Analyst 
III with imperial County Executive Office for Imperial Valley Transit 
services and facilities. Additionally, the Transportation Demand 
Management Plan should also be submitted to County for review and 
approval. 

VIII, MM CUML4: All roadway segments. The following circulation 

1ICPWD-6 improvements with roadway segments are required of the proposed 
project by the City of Calexico: 
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Comment Letter 
ICPWD 

(cont'd) 

i. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM COUNTY OF IMPERIAL, PUBLIC WORKS 
participate in a "fair-share" widening of the bridge crossing on Bowker DEPARTMENT, SIGNED BY MANUEL ORTIZ, PE FOR WILLIAM S. BRUNET, DATED OCTOBER 23, 
Road over the Central Main Canal and the All American Canal. 

2. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 2008 (COMMENT LmER ICPWD)(conllnued) 
participate in a "fair-share" cost of widening SR-98 from Kloke Road to 
Cole Road. Response to Comment ICPWD-7: 
3. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall The Traffic Study prepared for this EIR considered the majority of the traffic from this 
participate on a fair share basis to fund the development and project will use the City of Calexico's downtown border crossing. An assertion is being 
implementation of a Traffic mitigation Monitoring program (TTMP) to 

made in this comment that traffic from the project will come from the East Border 
monitor the operating levels of service for SR-98, SR-1 1 i, Jasper Road, 
Cole Road, and Bowker Road as well as each of the cumulatively Crossing Expansion: however, no evidence to support this assertion has been provided. 
impacted intersections that serve the project. Nevertheless, this EIR requires an enforceable mechanism be negotiated with the 
4. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall County through Mitigation Measure CUML30 las identified in the EIR) to mitigate traffic 
participate in a "fair-share" to fund the development and implementation impacts. If evidence that supports the County's assertion that substantial traffic will 
of a Master Computing Monitoring System at City Hall for generated by this project from the East Border Crossing, committed mitigation monies 
synchronizing and monitoring traffic signals and progressive traffic flow 
on SR-98, SR-I1, Jasper Road, Cole Road and Bowker Road. ICPVVD-6 could be reallocated through the process and would be subject to any subsequent 
MM CUML'I: Dogwood RoadlHeber Road intersection. Prior to the (cont'd) environmental analysis. 
issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall pay a fair share 
contribution towards the collstruction of a traffic signal at this 
intersection. 

MM CUMLIS: Cole RosdNourman Road (Rockwood). Prior to the 

issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall pay a fair share 
contribution of the installation of a southbound left (dual) lane. 

MM CUM17: Dogwood Road: McCabe Road/to SR-86. Prior to the 
issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall pay a fair share 
contribution to improve this roadway segment to a primary facility. 
MM CUMI8: Dogwood Road: SR-86 to Jasper Road. Prior to the 
issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall pay a fair share 
contribution to improve this laadway segment to a primary facility. 
MM CUM26: Cole RoadNourman Road (Rockwood). Prior to tile 
issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall pay a fair share 
contribution for the constl·uction of additional travel lanes (eastbound 

through, westbound through. northbound through, and southbound 
through) at this intersection. 
MM CUML29: Jasper Road Corridor. As part of the Jasper Corridor 
improvements, prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
pay a fair share contribution for the construction of a "clover-leaP' 
design to facilitate traffic in this congestion area. 
Any fair share percentages and/or proposed improvements within County 
jurisdiction shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of Public 
Works for Imperial County. A mechanism should be established for the 
County to collect fair share cost of proposed Improvements respectively. 

IX. The EIR or Traffic Study did not consider the impact of the East Border i 
Crossing. The proposed project will generate an increase in trips across I ICPWD-7 
the border that would signifioanlly inorease the traffio on already I 
dilapidated County roads. 

Page 2-6, 2,4.4.2 On-Site Circulation; Future Sunset Boulevard/ Proposed Searoni 
Road extension. 
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Comment Letter 

ICPWD 
(cont'dJ 

I ICPWD-8 DEPARTMENT. SIGNED BY MANUEL ORTIZ, PE FOR WILLIAM S. BRUNET, DATED OCTOBER 23, 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM COUNTY OF IMPERIAL, PUBLIC WORKS 

X, Consideration should be taken to ensure the proposed location of Futul~e 
Sunset Boulevard will allow fol· the minimum requirement for a freeway 
interchanpe, which is planned for the intersection. 2008 (COMMENT LETTER ICPWD) (conflnued) 

Page 2-17, Discretionary Actions or approvals by other agencies, Response to Comment ICPWD-8: 

1'CPWD-9 require ·review by the Civil Engineer to determine the planned right of way 
Preliminary design of the cloverleaf interchange at Jasper Road/State Route 111 will 

XI, An encroachment permit will be required for any work within County 
road right of way on any impacted intersections not just Jasper Road. 
Correct document as required, requirements. The project will be required to meet City. County, and Caltrans minimum 

spacing requirements for all intersections located in the public right of way. If 
Page 4,2-2, C, Imperial County General Plan, deviations to the standard are proposed, a separate application for such deviations will 

1ICPWD-10 
be required with approval by the appropriate jurisdiction(s). 

XII, Imperial County Circulation and Scenic Highway Element was revised 
and approved by the Board of Supervisors in January 2008. Please revise 
document as required. Response to Comment ICPWD-9: 

Section 2.6 Discretionary Actions or Approvals by Other Agencies of the EIR (page 2-17) 
has been revised address this comment. No further impacts or mitigation meosures are 

Page 4,3-1, 4.3 Transportatlonl Circulation; 4.3.1 Existing Conditions, identified or have been revised with this revision. 

]~-~~ XIII, State Route I11 & 98 are classified as an Expressway requiring two 
Response to Comment ICPWD-10: hundred ten (210) feet of right-of-way, being one hundred five (105) feet 

Bom existing road centerline. Please contact Caltrans for any right of Page 4.2-2 of the EIR and the traffic study has been revised to state that the Circulation 
way requirements. Element and Scenic Highway Element was revised in January 2008. No further impacts 

or mitigation measures are identified with this revision. 

hundred sixty four (164) feet of right-of-way, being eighty two (82) feet 7~CPWO-12 Response to Comment ICPWD-I1: 

XIV, Dogwood Road is classified as a modified Prime Arterial requiring one 

from existing road centerline. Please correct as required. 
The right-of-way requirement for State Route 111 does not directly effect the 

XV, Bowker Road is classified as an Expressway Road requiring two hundred IICPWD-13 conclusions and recommendations within the traffic impact study and EIR. The Civil 

ten (210) feet of right-of-way, being one hundred five (105) feet from Engineer of the project would be required to review the right of way requirements to 
existing road centerline. Please correct as required. ensure the project does not unnecessarily impose on Caltrans ultimate width. The 

applicant is providing 105 feet of ROW along Jasper Road. 

I ICPWD-14 
XVI, Heber Road is classified as Prime Arterial requiring one hundred thirty 

Bix (136) feet of right-of-way, being sixty eight (68) feet from existing 
road centerline from SR-] Il to Anderholt Road. Please correct as Response to Comment ICPWD-111: 

required. The Dogwood Road ultimate classification os a Prime Arterial has been revised within 
the traffic impact study and EIR where necessary. Note that mitigation for this facility is 

XVDI. Meadows Road is classified as a Major Collecfor requiring sighty four~ identified os requiiing minimum Prime Arterial stondards in ihe future condition. 
(84) feet of right-of-way, being forty two (42) feet from existing road_l \CpWV"" 
centerline. Please correct as required. 

Response to Comment ICPWD-13: 

XVIII, Some of the above mentioned roads may need to be re-classified toaCPWD-I( The Bowker Road ultimate classification as an Expressway Road will be updated within 

accommodate the anticipated increase of traffic, the traffic impact study where necessary. Note that mitigation for this facility is 
identified as requiring minimum Prime Arterial standards in the future condition, as 

projected traffic volumes currently do not required the full Expressway Road standards. 
Ultimate right of way for an Expressway Road should be maintained until such time 

Page 4,3-4, B.Intersections. traffic volumes require full circulation element improvements. The southern section from 
Second Street to north of Jasper Road within the City of Calexico Sphere of Influence 

has a R/W width from 100 feet to 126 feet. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM COUNTY OF IMPERIAL, PUBLIC WORKS 

DEPARTMENT, SIGNED BY MANUEL ORTIZ, PE FOR WILLIAM S. BRUNET, DATED OCTOBER 23, 

2008 (COMMENT LETTER ICPWD) (conHnued) 

Response to Comment ICPWD-14: 
The Heber Road ultimate classification as a Prime Arterial has been revised within the 

traffic impact study and EIR where necessary. Note that Heber Road is not significantly 

impacted by this project. 

Response to Comment ICPWD-15: 
The Meadows Road ultimate classification as a Major Road will be updated within the 

traffic impact study where necessary. Note that mitigation for this facility is identified as 
requiring minimum Prime Arterial standards from Cole Road to SR-98 in the future 
condition due to projected cumulative and future traffic volumes, which exceed the 

Major Road threshold. As stated in Response to Comment ICPWD-16 below, some 
roadways may need to be reclassified and meet anticipated traffic increases when the 
City/County reevaluate Circulation Element needs. It should be noted that the project 
does not create the need for potential circulation road omendments. Mitigation in 
Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts of the EIR has been proposed to provide a fair share 

toward Monitoring programs to track actual increases in traffic to the area. 

Response to Comment ICPWD-16: 

It is noted that many roadways within the City/County may require amendment to the 
Circulation Element based on the expected levels of development within the City and 

County. It should be noted that the proposed project does not create the need for 
potential circulation road amendments. Mitigation for the project has been proposed 
to provide a fair share toward Monitoring programs to track actual increases in traffic to 
the area. 
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Comment Letter 
ICPWD 
(cont'dJ 

~ICWIID-17 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM COUNTY OF IMPERIAL, PUBLIC WORKS XIX, Key intersections incorrectly states Dogwood Road Intersection with 
Abatti Road. It should be noted that Conell Road lies west of SR-I I I 

DEPARTMENT, SIGNED BY MANUEL ORilZ, PE FOR WILLIAM S. BRUNET, DATED OCTOBER 23, and Abatti Road lies east of 88-11 i. Please correct as required. 
2008 (COMMENT LETIER ICPWD) (con(lnued) 

Page 4,3-19, Table 4.3-2 Existing Conditions Intersection Operation. 
Response to Comment ICPWD-17: 

XX Existing traffic volumes for each of the potentially impacted The labels of the infersection of Dogwood/Abatti will be corrected to read 
intersections and street segments were collected and shown in this table. 
Review of the traffte volume data indicates that the traffic counts did not Dogwood/Conell Road. 

account the volumes for trucks for those heavily truck-impacted 
interseotions and street segments take SR-III and Cole Road and SR-98 \CPWD.IB Response to Comment ICPWD-18: 
and Cole Road, These stl~eets carry a disproportionately high volume of The traffic study did not specifically convert existing volumes into passenger car 
truck traffic. Heavy truck traffic can seriously reduce the traffic-carrying equivalents (pce) as truck classification counts were not required during project 
capacity of an intersection or roadway. The traffic study needs to be scoping. However, the analysis software for intersection operation includes truck 
revised to re-count those high truck study intersections and-·street 
segments and appropriately address the truck traffic factor, factors, which calculate the effect of trucks through intersections prior to determining 

delay and level of service. On arterial street intersections, truck traffic is included at 
The Traffic Study should include the following Intersections: 1 approximately 2 percent for each traffic movement (i.e., left/through/right turns), and 

on SR-III and SR-98, truck traffic is included at approximately 6 percent for each traffic 

a. Jasper Road ~ Barbara Worth Road movement. Roadway segment operation is typically controlled by the operation of its 
b. Jasper Road @ Anderholt Road 

intersections along the length of the segment. As such, it is not necessary to increase 
c. Clark Road @ McCabe Road 

PWD-19 the roadway segment volumes to account for large vehicles. d, Anderholt Road @ Hwy. 98 
e. Barbara Worth Road ~ Hwy. 98 
f. PitzerRoadlSR-86 Although truck classification counts were not taken at the time of the study, the 
g. PitzerRosd/JaspetroRd following discussion demonstrates the traffic study documented conservative delay 

values to account truck factors. 
Page 4,3-21, 4.3.1.3 Transit Service. 

XXI, It should be noted that there is a transit route between Calexico and'~ ICPWD-50 
As on example, assuming a highly conservative truck percentage of 15% on Jasper 

IV Mall on Saturdays. Road, which has approximately 1.000 daily vehicles, truck trips would equate to 150 of 

those trips. The cumulative projects in the area generating over 300,000 daily trips are 
Page 4,3-33, Figure 4.3-7 Near Term ProJeet Distribution, primarily the result of dense residential and cumulotive land uses. As the increase in 

xxn Th. sslimatcd nip distribution mming fmm the ca~t sesms Do low due traffic along Jasper Road occurs (for example in Year 2015 to over 25.000 vehicles per 

to the east port of entry. It is expected that a majority of traffic will come day), the anticipated truck percentages which are significantly lower for residential and 
ICPWD-51 commerciol land uses, will ultimately decline to approximate the 2% analyzed in the from the west therefore impacting County facilities. The traffic should be 

revised to re-evaluate the already impacted roadway segments and traffic study (or 500 truck trips in Year 2015). 
intersections. 

Additionally, since traffic counts on Jasper Road ore over 18% lower than our 
Page 4,3-72, Jasper road- Thoroughfare Arterial, 

conservative analysis (refer to Response to Comment HPUD-P), this would allow for 

ICPWD-22 

significant amount of truck traffic (18% trucks at a 2.0 passenger car equivolent). As XXIII, The County should be included in the fair share contributions 
for the applicant to contribute into the Jasper Corridor Benefit such, the traffic analysis provides conservative delay values to adequately address the 

Assessment District, which was created by the City to pay for these potential of increased truck traffic. 
improvements to Japer Road, 

Response to Comment ICPWD-IP: 

Intersection (b) is a minor intersection, which currently does not exist and cannot be 

Page 4,3-78, 4.3.3.7 Alternative TrRnspoltation. counted. Intersection (c) is beyond the scope of our study area and the project does 
not distribute significant traffic to this location. Intersection (f) does not generate 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM COUNTY OF IMPERIAL, PUBLIC WORKS 

DEPARTMENT, SIGNED BY MANUEL ORTIZ, PE FOR WILLIAM S. BRUNET, DATED OCTOBER 23, 

2008 (COMMENT LEITER ICPWD) (conllnued) 

Response to Comment ICPWD-IP: [Eont'd.) 
significant project traffic and does not require analysis. Intersection (g) is already 
included in the analysis. Regarding intersections to), (d), and (e), although the project 

may generate traffic to these locations, currently mitigation is proposed to improve 
regional facilities, including roadway segments and intersection controls such as traffic 
signals, for facilities which provide access to the proposed border expansion (refer to 
Mitigation CUML30). It is the opinion of the traffic engineer that prepared the traffic 

study for the project, that this mitigation sufficiently covers any project impacts which 
would occur at removed locations near the border access points wherein the project 

may add traffic. 

Response to Comment ICPWD-10: 

The EIR has been revised to incorporate the transit information provided in this 
comment. 

Response to Comment ICPWD-(11: 
This comment is contradictory, stating that the project's "distribution from the east seems 

too low due to the east port of entry. It is expected that the majority of traffic will come 
from the west." Regardless, the overall distribution adequate reflects orientation to the 

south/east (border locations) approximately 43% (or nearly half the project traffic to two 
border crossings), and the west/north orientation (freeway locations) approximately 

40%, with the remaining percentage (17%) absorbed within the community and 
adjacent to the site. No changes to the project distribution are anticipated based on 
this comment. 

Response to Comment ICPWD-22: 

The Jasper Corridor Benefit Assessment District (District) has not been formalized and/or 

completed yet. The District established the Jasper Road limit from approximately Sunset 
Blvd to about one half mile east of Bowker Road for a four lone roadway improvement. 

The City and the applicont of this project agrees that the County should be included in 
the fair shore contributions and will be conditioned to participate for the fair share cost 

of this improvement, which is discussed in more detail in Response to Comment ICPWD- 
6 above. 
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Comment Letter 
ICPWD 
(conf' 

XXrY. It b *ated that iherr are no curiwt plant to include any bur wa·put RESPONSE TO Cbl\lMENT LETTER FROM COUNTY OF IMPERIAL, PUBL1C WORKS 
locations on the project site, since it is anticipated that a bus service 
system will be provided by the Casino for Casino patrons. What about DEPARTMENT, SIGNED BY MANUEL ORTIZ, PE FOR WILLIAM S. BRUNET, DATED OCTOBER 23, 

bus services for the retail, and office space? Kathy Williams- ICPWD-23 2008 (COMMENT LETIER ICPWD) (contlnued) 
Administrative Analyst III with Imperial County Executive Office is the 

coordinator for transit services and it is advisable to contact her for bus Response to Comment ICPWD-23: 
stops or transfer centers requirements in or near the project. As discussed in Section 4.3.3.7 of the EIR, there ore no current plans to include any bus 

Pages 4.3-85 & 4,3-87, Figure 4.3-24 B( Figure 4.3-25 turn-out locations on the project site. However, in order to ensure that project promotes 
alternative transportation, Mitigation Measure T11 will be implemented, which requires 

XXV, These two figures show the existing + project (Casino phase + Phase 1) I to the project to develop a Transportation Demand Management plan. 
intersection Mitigation north and south respectively, But no mention 

any proposed mitigations for the east. The traffic study should be revised In preparing the Transportation Demand Management Plan, the project applicant will to evaluate County impacted intersections and road segments located east ICPWD-24 
of the project (see comment, page 4.3-19). · consult with Kathy Williams. Administrative Analyst III with the Imperial County Executive 

Office. to coordinate transit services and to ensure the Plan complies with requirements 

Page 4,8-3, 4.8.1.3 Existing Flooding, for bus stops or transfer centers in or near the project. 

XXVI, The project should be evaluated using the latest revised Firms Maps. `LICPWD-PB Response to Comment ICPWD-24: 

Note that the Figure 4.3-24 and 4.3-25 are broken down into North/South due to the 
Page 4,11-4, 4.11.1.3 Drainage System. 

volume of intersections, but it does include all intersections within the traffic study area 

XXW. Dogwood Canal and Cedral Main Canal. both unlined water osnals. Ifl ond does not dismirs any locations east ond wesi. However, bored on comment PWD- 
no provisions are made to underground these, some type of engineering I 19 above, the County is also requesting seven (7) additional locations. Please refer to 
should be considered to reduce the potential for saturation of the adjacent ICPWD-26 Response to Comment PWD-I9. 

ground snd high gmund water potentially cansing differential setflemtlntl of any nearby structures. 
Figure 4.3-20 (of the EIR) identifies all intersection locations (#1-37), and subsequent 

Page5-1,5.1 CumulativeProJeets. Figure 4.3-21 (which breaks down intersection #1-25) and Figure 4.3-22 (which breaks 
down intersections #26-37) show all intersections in the study area. Intersections 

1 ICPWD-27 
25. 29. 30. 31. 32. 35, 36, and 37. Many of these intersections have been identified with 

The following projects must be considel~ed in your analysis: identified east of the project location include Intersections #3, 4. 8. 12. 13, 14, 20, 23, 24, 

· Procalamos Residential/ Industrial Project. impacts where applicable for either direct or cumulative scenarios as identified in 
· BrookfieldlOl Ranch 

Section 4.3 and 5.0 of the EIR. 
· LagosSubdivision Impl·ovements. 

Year 2035 Plus Total Project (All Phases). 
Response to Comment ICPWD-25: 
An evaluation of the latest FIRM Maps was completed and page 4.8-3 of Section 4.8 

ICPWD-28 

Page 5,8, "Roadway Segments". Implementation of mitigated Measures, Hydrology/Water Quality of the EIR has been revised. In addition, language was 
through CUMIA for Casino phase only. added to the EIR to require the project os a condition of approval to comply with the 

City Council of the City Colexico new flood prevention ordinance, Ordinance No. 1080 
]MVIII, The proposed mitigation states that the applicant is required to pay a fair 

share contribution which contradicts what is stated on Table ES-I which doted October 26, 2008. 

states that prior to opening for business of any portion of phase I, the 
project applicant shall complete the required improvements. Please Response to Comment ICPWD-26: 
clarify. Neither of the canals are proposed to be placed underground with the proposed 

project. Any potential impacts of the canals to the construction of the buildings will be 
Page 5,10, "Interseetions". Implementation of Mitigated Measures, CUMLS through 
CUMLIO, addressed during the final design process of the project. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM COUNTY OF IMPERIAL, PUBLIC WORKS 

DEPARTMENT, SIGNED BY MANUEL ORTIZ, PE FOR WILLIAM S. BRUNET, DATED OCTOBER 23, 

2008 (COMMENT LETTER ICPWD) (conllnued) 

Response to Comment ICPWD-27: 

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(l)(BJ, a Lead Agency is authorized to limit it's 
analysis of probable future projects to those which are planned or which have had an 

application mode at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is released for public 
review. The NOP for 111 Calexico Place EIR was released for public review on March 

19, 2007. The list of cumulative projects analyzed in the EIR were compiled at the time 
the NOP was released because they either were approved or had an application 
made at the time. The traffic study and the EIR did include an analysis of the Year 2035 

Plus Total Project IAIIPhoses). No changes to the EIR have been made in response to 
this comment. 

With regards to the other projects, according to a personnel communication with the 
County Planning Department Procalamos Residential/lndustrial Project application was 

submitted July 2007 and Brookfield 101 Ranch was submitted September 2007, which 
ore after the NOP release date and therefore are not required to be included in the 

cumulative analysis of this EIR. The Lagos Subdivision Improvements was submitted in 
February 2007: however, according to the'traffic engineer this project is outside the 
study core area of the project and therefore was not included in the analysis. No 

changes to the EIR have been made in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment ICPWD-28: 
It seems as though this comment is comparing the statements for mitigation for direct 

impacts to mitigation for cumulative impacts. The statement "prior to the opening of 
business..." is only used in the mitigation measures that the applicant is required to 
construct as these measures mitigate direct impacts of the project. However, 

cumulative impacts are not only dependent on the project but also cumulative 
development within the surrounding area, as such the applicant is only required to pay 
a fair share contribution prior to issuance of the building permits. A Mitigation, 
Monitoring and Reporting Program has been prepared and is attached to the Final that 

may provide more clarity on this issue. 
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Comment Letter 
ICPWD 

(cont'd) 

XXIX. Same comment as for page 5.8. IICPWD-1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM COUNTY OF IMPERIAL, PUBLIC WORKS 

DEPARTMENT, SIGNED BY MANUEL ORTIZ, PE FOR WILLIAM S. BRUNET, DATED OCTOBER 23, 
Page 5.43, B. Year 2015 Plus Total Pl~ojeet ~All Phases). Implementation of 

1ICPWD-3( Response to Comment 1CPWD-29: 

Mitigated Measul·es, CUMLI'I to CUML20 2008 (COMMENT LETTER ICPWD) (conlmued) 

XXX. Same comment as for page 5.8. 

See Response to Comment ICPWD-28. 
Page 5.48, Implementation of Mitigated Measures, CUML21 to CUML27 

XXXI, Same comment as for page 5.8. Response to Comment ICPWD-80: 
See Response to Comment ICPWD-28. 

i"""' See Response to Comment ICPWD-28. 

Page 5.52, Implementation of Mitigated Measures, CUML28 to CUML29 

Response to Comment ICPWD-31: 
XXXII. Tables 5-11 to 5-21 should identify al County roadway and intersections 

impacted to identifyclcal:ly fair share calculations. 

Page 5.75, 5.2.3.3 Border Glossing Expansion. Response to Comment ICPWD-32: 

ICPWD-32 
See Response to Comments ICPWD-4. -6. and -7. 

XXXIII. The project applicant shall not ol,ly pay the City of Calexico but also the 

County a fair share contribution to pay for impacts associated with the Response to Comment ICPWD-33: 
border crossing expansion project. See Response to Comments ICPWD-·I. -6. and -7. 

Page 5.75, 5.2.3.4 Implementation of Mitigation Measul~es 

IICPWD-33 
Response to Comment ICPWD-34: 

XXXIV. The City of Calexico has devel6ped a fair share cost summary to be This is a brief summary of the letter. Please see Response to Comments ICPWD-I 
applied to the major project within the Jaspel Corridor to generate through ICPWD-34 for specific responses to the comments made in this letter. 
funding for roadway segments, traffic signals, intersection improvements 
and the Jasper Corridor interchange, Since all the proposed development 
significantly increases the traffic in already dilapidated roads unable to 
handle to additional loads. The City needs to ensure the County is 
included in the distribution of fair share cost collected by the City of 
Calexico from all proposed projects. Specifically for this project. 

In summary this project will significantly impact County road segments and intersections 
PWD-34 and unless the project proponent addresses County concerns, the County will be left to 

pay for future roadway improvements associated with this project. 

Respectfully, 

William S. Btunet, PE 
Director of Public Works 

··; n~~- 
Manuel Ortiz, PE 

Assistant County Engineer 

FPldm 

co: lurg Heubugcr, Dirator- PIRminp. Br Dcvclopmcnt Servicsl Dcpanmcnl 
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Comment Letter 

APCD 

ISOSOUTANINTHSTRBBT TELBPHONP.: (760) clsZqd0Q 
El. CBNTRO, CA 9219)1850 PAX: (760) 3539101 

AIR POLLd~igF~i~LRj~k DISTRICT RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL 
DISTRICT, SIGNED BY BRAD POIRIEZ. DATED NOVEMBER 10, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER APCD) 

!F~O Response to Comment APCD-I: 

November10.2008 /OU~ NOV182008 1) This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue or concern the 

adequacy of the EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15088 and 15204. no further 

response is required. 

C'N OF GALEX~E~ 
Mr. Armando Villa L~NNING PEPARTMENT Response to Comment APCD-5: 
Director of Development Services ---~ The EIR has been revised to incorporate the suggested revisions in this comment. 
City of Calexico 
608 Heber Avenue 

Calexico, CA 92231 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 111 Calexico Place 
Specific Plan (City of Calexico) 

Dear Mr. Villa: 

The Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has finalized its review of the 
Draft EIR for the 111Calexico Place Specific Plan. The APCD reviewed the Draft EIR 
for consistency with concerned issues as expressed in a letter dated March 24, 2008, 
addressed to Amy Dutschke, Acting Regional Director, Pacific Regional Office Bureau 
of Indian Affairs. While the letter was in direct response to a "notice of intent to prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement (tilS) for the proposed Manzanita Band of APCD-I 
Kumeyaay Indians Fee-to-Trust Transfer and Casino.Project in Calexico" the issues 
remain important to any Comprehensive Air Quality Analysis. As a whole the Draft EIR 
follows the policies and guidance found in the Imperial County Air Pollution Control 
District CEQA Air Quality Handbook (ICCEQA handbook). However, the APCD felt it 
important either to reiterate or clarify issues which are considered important to further 
the progress towards attainment by Imperial County. 

The Draft EIR refers to the 8-hour non-attainment status as Transitional which is 

incorrect. Currently, the APCD has a "moderate" non-attainment status for ozone and a 
"serious" non-attainment status for PMlo under the federal standard. On page 4.4-5 a 
reference is made to the levels of PM2.5 as not "frequently or severely" above 
standards." Please note that the future of the PM2.5 designation has not been settled 

and a non-attainment status has been proposed by the United States Environmental APCD-P 
Protection Agency(EPA). On page 4.4-9 the statement "[tjhe Calexico area, while not 
yet formally designated as such, has met all attainment designation requirements for the 

"lmperial Valley Planning Area" and therefore falls under the same "moderate" non- 
attainment status as the rest of the County. As a result, both under the State and 
Federal standards the APCD is currently in the process of developing both an Ozone 
and PM10 State Implementation Plan (SIP) for submittal to the EPA by December 2008. 

AN gQU*L OPPORTUNITY I APPIRMATIVE A(TFION EMPLOYER 
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Comment Letter 

APCD 

(cont'd) 

On pages 4.4-16 and 4.4-18 there are contradicting statements about construction-i RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL 
related thresholds. Please be aware, that thresholds for construction do apply whenl APCD-3 DISTRICT. SIGNED BY BRAD POIRIEZ, DATED NOVEMBER 10. 2008 (COMMENT LETTER APCD) 
projects which are deemed "large" (Tier II) and have the potential to cause a significantl (conllnued) 
impact on air quality. Section 4.4.2.1 correctly identifies the thresholds applicable toJ 
those construction sites as described above. 

Response to Comment APCD-9: 

Page 4.4-16 of the EIR has been revised to be consistent with the correct thresholds 
Finally, the application of mitigation measures AQ1, AQ2, AQ3 and AQ4 are statement identified under Section 4.4.2.1 and the suggested revisions in this comment. 
with the policies, rules and regulations of the Imperial County Air Pollution Control 
District. Therefore, in order to not adversely impact'lmperial County air quality the 
APCD expects all ancillary projects proposed for the future on the property will meet all Response to Comment APCD-4: 
APCD Rules and Regulations. However, to reiterate, the applicant shall apply Through the monitoring of the mitigation measures consistent with the Mitigation 

Regulation VIII, all Standard`and Discretionary Mitigation Measures for construction and Monitoring and Reporting Program, the City will ensure that the project and all ancillary 
operational phases, painting and coating requirements and provide for offsite mitigation projects on the property will comply with all applicable APCD rules and regulations. 
for those impacts above the established thresholds. When off-site mitigation is 
necessary, the ICCEQA handbook provides for mitigation measures including APCD-4 Response to Comment APCD-C: 
compliance with Rule 310. Rule 310 was adopted to help applicants reduce their This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue or concern the 
projects impacts to less than significant when all other measures have been exhausted, adequacy of the EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15088 and 15204, no further 
Rule 310 provides the applicant with an option to either provide for an "Alternative response is required. 
Emission Reduction Plan" or pay in lieu fees to help mitigate those emissions above the 
threshold. Any proposed "Alternative Emission Reduction Plan" must be approved prior 
to the issuance of any building permit along with a committed schedule 
implementation. Any in lieu fees, similarly, must be paid prior to any issuance of a 
building permit. In order to assure compliance, the APCD strongly requests written 
verbal communication with interested parties in or'der to set commitments. 

On a final note, the APCD has noted the discussion on Global Climate Change and its 
impacts as following the recommended Technical Advisory as published by the Office 
Planning and Research (OPR). For your convenience, the entire rule book for the 
Imperial County ca n be found at http:l/www.lmDerialcou ntv. net u nder "Ai r Pollution." We APCD-5 
encourage all developers, construction companies, cities and interested parties to 
obtain of copy of the newly proposed Regulation VIII, Fugitive Dust Control. Should you 
have any questions please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

Brad Poiriez 

Air Pollution Control Officer 

OMcer ~_~_~_ R~h Cardovs, County Executive ~_~~_ ~~~~~~_~~~~__~_~~~ ~~ ~_~ ~_~~__~__~_~~~ ~~~_~~~~~~~~~~~~_~~ _~~_~_ ~~~~~____~ 
Mr. Jurg Heuberger, AICP, CEP, CBO 
Jerry Sentlllan, Assistant CEO 

1 11 Calexico Place Specific Plan 0.3-37 December 2008 
Final 



Commenf letter 

LAWOPPICES MSJ 
MORISSET, SCHLOSSER & JOZWIAK 

A PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CORPORATION 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM MORISSET, SCHLOSSER 8 JOZWIAK, REPRESENTING 

IIIJ NORTON null.olNo THE QUECHAN INDIAN TRIBE, SIGNED BY FRANK R. JOZWIAK, DATED NOVEMBER 6. 2008 
PRANK R. IOZWIAK (WII) 8(11 SBCONO AYBNUE 
MnsoN D. Monlssal. (WA) Slih.l~T~LB. WA ~8104-1501 (COMMENT LETTER MSJ) 
TIIOM~S P.SCHLOSSER (Wh) 

rHANBB I). SOMERVILLE IW/\) TBLEPHONB: (206) 386-)~00 
r;~csthcl~a: (206) 386-~322 Response to Comment MSJ-I: 

This is an introductory comment to the letter. The following responses address specific 
M. ANN BBRNHEIST;L WWW.MSAI.COM 

comments raised in the letter. Please refer to responses to comments MSJ-2 through 

MSJ-5. 
November 6, 2008 

Via Overnight Delivery Response to Comment MSJ-1: RIECEI`B~E cEaA requires that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of alternatives and does not 
require on agency to analyze every potential alternative. The alternatives analyzed in 

Mr. Armando G. Villa NOV -'1 2008 the EIR were determined based which alternatives would lessen the environmental 
Director of Development Services I j I i impacts but at the some time meet the goals and objectives of the project. The only 
City of Calexico I,eve~'d~'M~Nr"s'ESI~;"s"D:b~:R~'MENTI impacts that could be reduced ore traffic and air quality. 
608 Heber Avenue 

CRlexico, CA 92231 With regards to traffic two major topics ore typically investigated, average daily traffic 
and its effects on street segments, and AM/PM peak hour traffic and its effects on 

Re: Comments of Quechan Indian Tribe on Draft EIR for 1 1 1 Calexico Place Project intersections. An analysis was conducted to determine a reasonable alternative that 

Dear Mr. Villa: would reduce overage daily trips and therefore street segment impacts, and AM/PM 
peak hour trips, and therefore intersection impacts. Casinos generate substantial 

MSJ-1 reason, a reduced casino alternative was analyzed to reduce average daily trips and 
On behalf of the Quechan Indian Tribe, we submit the following comments on the Draft average daily trips but such trips typically are not focused in the peak hours. For this 

EIR for the ill Calexico Place Project. As previously stated in comments dated April 16, 2007 
the Quechan Tribe strongly opposes the proposed casino development, as it will have a associated street segment impacts. Because a casino is not a big generator of AM 
significant negative impact on the Quechan Tribe and its members. peak hour traffic, it was decided that a different alternative would be considered that 

reduces both AM and PM peak hour trips. This was the Reduced Casino and Industrial 
A. The City Should Evaluate A No-Casino Alternative In The EIR. 

Development Alternatives addressed in the EIR. 

MS~-2 
the project, which is to "Facilitate the development of a Cross III Indian Gaming Casino 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the City to describe 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15121(a). The Removing the Casino from the overall project would not meet the primary objective of 
EIR evaluates three alternatives: (a) the No -Project Alternative; (b) the Reduced Casino 
Alternative; and (c) the Industrial Development Alternative. The EIR should discuss a fourth to be constructed by the Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation. A Class ill Gaming 
alternative - the No-Casino Alternative. The EIR should include analysis of a No-Casino Casino within the City of Calexico was voter approved by the residents of the City of 
Alternative because, at this time, it is purely speculative whether the project proponents will be Calexico through a special election in 2005. Therefore, this alternative was not 
able to secure the approvals necessary to develop a gaming facility on this site, analyzed in the EIR. 

The proposed project evaluated in the Draft BIR depends largely upon its central feature 
There is nothing in Federal or State law to preclude a casino being sited at the 

- the proposed casino development. The casino project can not go forward until the United .a 
MSJ-3 result in the approval of a Class III casino at the proposed site. Therefore, the project is 

States agrees to acquire the underlying land in trust for the Manzanita Band, if the casino is proposed project site, and there are federal and state processes established that can 

able-to-obtain·required-approvals- from- the-state-and--federal··government;-it· is unclear·whether·the 
subsequent phases of the Calexico Place Project would go forward as planned. In its letter of not purely speculative as stated in this comment. 

Although the applicant is identified as Hallwood Calexico Investments, LLC, the casino 
development depends upon approval of the Manzanita Band's land-into-trust application filed 
with the Department of the Interior on or around April 16, 2006. 
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Comment Letter 

~lr. Armando Villa nnSJ 
(cont'dJ November6,2008 

Page 2 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM MORISSET, SCHLOSSER & JOZWIAK, REPRESENTING 

April 16, 2W7, the Trik noted that the casino component is highly spaculadvs and that the City THE QUECHAN INDIAN TRIBE, SIGNED BY FRANI( R. JOZWIAK, DATED NOVEMBER 6, 2008 

sliould defer environmental analysis or preliminary project approvals until the fate of the casino (COMMENT LETTER MSJ) (conBnued) 
becomes more certain. Although the City has decided to proceed with preparation of an EIR, 
the Tribe believes that the speculative nature of the casino project warrants evaluation of a Response to Comment MSJ-8: 
No-Casino alternative in the EIR. The commenter is correct, the casino project will not be ollowed to move forward until 

on EIS has been approved that would allow a fee-to-trust annexation and the 

The EIR notes that a fee-to-trust land transfer and other signi8cant state and federal I development of the casino. Furthermore, a compact from the state would be required 
approvals are necessary prerequisites to the casino project, but the EIR fails to elaborate or prior to development of the casino. Approval of the project analyzed in this EIR would 
adequately explain the significant difficulties that the developers will face in obtaining those demonstrate local support for the casino as proposed: however, ultimate approval of 
necessary approvals. Obtaining federal permission for off-reservation gaming is a rigorous the casino project would require federal and state approval. which is beyond the 
process that has no guarantee of success. See 25 U.S.C. Part 151, 25 U.S.C. ~ 2719. Federal law jurisdiction of the City of Calexico. In the event the Casino project fails to win federal 
prohibits trust acquisitions for off-reservation gaming purposes unless the Secretary of the 

and state approval, an amended Specific Plan and subsequent environmental review 
Interior determines that the gaming establishment will be in the best interest of the Indian tribe 

may be r~tquired prior to development of the Casino portion of the project site. and its members and that the establishment will not be detrimental to the surrounding 
community, including nearby Indian tribes like the Quechan Tribe. 25 U.S.C. ~ 2719(b)(l)(A). 
II! addition, the Secretary must obtain the concurrence of the Governor. Id. 

Current federal policy disfavors off-reservation gaming. This is especially tme where 
siich gaming interferes with an existing on-reservation gaming operation. The fUrther away from 
the gaming proponent's reservation that the gaming occurs, the less likely it is that the United 
States will approve the project. See Checklisljbr GamlngAcguisilians, Gamlng-Re[ated 
Acquisllions, and ICR4 Section 20 Delerminafions, Office of Indian Gaming Management, 
March 2005, page 5 ('LThe greater the distance the acquired land is from the tribe's reservation 

MSJ-3 
will require that the Regional Director's analysis more fullyjustify the anticipated benefits to the 
tribe"). Here, the proposed Calexico casino is a significant distance and beyond a reasonable Ico"t'd) 
commuting distance from the Manzanita Band's reservation. Thus, Manzanita faces a heavy 
burden in obtaining federal approval. See letter of January 4, 2008, from Carl J. Artman, 
Aisistant Secretary- Indian Affairs to The Honorable Catherine Saubel (Attachment A); 
January 4, 2008, press release regarding guidance to BIA officials in determining whether or not 
to take off-reservation land into trust for gaming purposes (Attachment B). 

The Secretary of the Interior is trustee to the Quechan Indian Tribe and is prohibited by 
its trust obligation from taking discretionary actions that will interfere with the vested interests of 
th'e Tribe. The Secretary of the Interior must consult with the Quechan Tribe prior to approving 
thk land-into-trust application and the Quechan Tribe will voice strong opposition due to the 
r~slllting economic impact. See 25 U.S.C. 8 2719(b)(l)(A). The Secretary would likely violate 
its trust obligation to the Quechan Tribe by approving the Manzanita off-reservation gaming 
proposal over the Quechan Tribe's objections and showing of economic harm. 

The United.States'.decision~.on.the.land~.into~.trust.application·is helyyears-away The 
Ubited States must comply with NEPA and prepare an Environmental Impact Statement prior to 
making its decision. As part of the NEPA review process, the United States is obligated to 
consider socioeconomic impacts associated with the Calexico casino proposal. it is also 
obligated to consider impacts to Indian trust assets and environmentaljustice. The United States 
also must consult directly with the Quechan Tribe and seek its input on this proposal. See 
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Comment Letter 
n3i·. Armando Villa MSJ 
November 6, 2008 (cont'd) 
Pase 3 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM MORISSET, SCHLOSSER & JOZWIAK. REPRESENTING 

~epartment of the Intel·ior Manual, 516 DM 10, 8 10.3(2)(a)("Tribal governments affected by a 
IHE QUECHAN INDIAN TRIBE, SIGNED BY FRANI( R. JOZWIAK. DATED NOVEMBER 6, 2008 

(COMMENT LETTER MSJ) (conflnued) 
proposed action shall be consulted during the preparation of environmental documents and, at 
their option, may cooperate in the review or preparation of such documents"). The Quechan 
Tribe intends to participate fUlly in the NEPA process and ensure the record adequately Response to Comment MSJ-4: 
documents the significant impacts that this proposal will have on the Tribe. Once the United This comment states that the proposed casino project will have a direct economic 
States concludes its NEPA review and makes its final decision on the Manzanita application, impact on the Quechan Tribe, its gaming facilities and its governmental functions. 
abministwtive appeals andjudicial challenges could delay the actual acquisition for many more CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze the economic impacts of a proposed project 
years to come, unless they would cause or contribute to a physical change in the environment. The 

comment does not identify any physical changes that would result from the economic 
Even if the United States recommends approval of the land-into-trust acquisition for impact, if any, of the proposed casino project on the C~uechan Tribe's three casino 

gaming purposes, the concurrence of the Governor is also required. On May 18, 2005, Governor facilities, the closest of which is approximately 50 miles east of the City of Calexico. 
Schwarzenegger issued a proclamation stating that he would not approve off-reservation gaming However, os acknowledged in Comment MSJ-3. the Bureau of Indian Affairs is required 
in rural areas unless "the project substantially serves a clear, independent public policy separate to comply with NEPA and to prepare an Environmental impact Statement, which will 
and apart from any increased economic benefit or financial contribution to the State, community, 
or the Indian tribe that may result from gaming." See Governor Schwarzenegger Proclamation 

consider the socioeconomic impacts of the proposed casino project on the Quechan 

on Tribal aaming Policy, May 18, 2005 (Attachment C). Here, the only basis for the casino Tribe's assets. 
project is revenue generation for the City and the project proponents, including the Manzanita 
and Viejas, both with trust land Reservation in San Diego County far from Calexico. The project MSJ-J 
d0es not L'substantially serve" any other "clear, independent public policy" and therefore cannot (cont'd) 
be approved consistent with the Governor's policy statement. 

Assuming that the Manzanita Band can overcome these substantial obstacles and 
pdrsuade the United States to acquire the land in trust for the casino, Manzanita will still need 
td negotiate a new gaming compact with the State of California; This process requires approvals 
byboth the Executive and Legislative branches of the state of California, and approval by the 
Secretary of the Interior. Significantly, the United States will not approve a new gaming 
cdmpact until the Tribe obtains approval of its land-into-trust application. See 25 U.S.C. 
~·2710(d)(8)(A) (authorizing Secretary to approve gaming compacts "governing gaming 
on Indian lands of such Indian tribe"). Federal law does not permit approval of new gaming 
compacts until the land-into-trust process is complete. See Attachments A and B. 

The casino is an integral part of the development project and it is unclear whether 
any part of the development would go forward without that revenue-generating component. 
Disapproval of the casino would likely result in a new configuration of the project and could 
even result in abandonment of the project. Given the obstacles that the casino project faces, the 
EIR should evaluate a No-Casino alternative. 

B. The EIR Should Evaluate The Adverse Economic Consequences That Will Result 
From The Calexico Casino Proiect. IMS1-4 

CEQA Guideline 15131 states that economic or social information may be included in an 
EIR. In this case, it is appropriate for the EIR to discuss the economic impacts that the Quechan 
Tribe will suffer if the proposed casino project proceeds ahead. 

- - -· --·-·-····--· --· ······ - -------'-;· · '~--~-"-~ 

1 11 Calexico Place Specific Plan 0.3-40 December 2008 
Final 



Comment Letter 
h;lr. Armando Villa MSJ 
November 6, 2008 (cont'd) 
Page 4 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM MORISSET. SCHLOSSER & JOZWIAK, REPRESENTING 

THE QUECHAN INDIAN TRIBE, SIGNED BY FRANK R. JOZWIAK. DATED NOVEMBER 6. 2008 
The Quechan Indian Tribe is one of only two federally recognized Indian tribes with a 

reservation and Indian trust lands in Imperial County, California. The Tribe's Port Yuma (COMMENT LETTER MSJ) (conllnued) 

Reservation is located approximately 50 miles east ofCalexico. The Reservation was 
established by Executive Order on January 9, 1884. The Tribe has operated the Paradise Casino- Response to Comment MSJ-5: 
California on tribal trust land within the California portion of the Port Yuma Indian Reservation The EIR is adequate in that it analyzes a range of reasonable alternatives that meet the 
since 2002. The Tribe also operates a second casino in the Arizona portion of its Reservation. majority of the objectives of the proposed project. The objective of "Facilitate the 
The Arizona casino opened in 1998. development of a Class III Indian Gaming Casino to be constructed by the Manzanita 

Bond of the Kumeyaay Nation. A Class III Gaming Casino within the City of Calexico 
The Tribe is currently building a new Casino-Resort facility on Interstate 8 in the western was voter approved by the residents of the City of Calexico through a special election 

portion of the Tribe's Reservation. The Tribe has a Class III gaming compact with the state of in 2005." is the primary objective of the project. 
California that was approved as amended, by the Secretary of the Interior on January 17, 2007. 
The Tribe is developing the new Casino Resort on tribal trust land that has been part of the 
Reservation since 1 884. The Tribe is investing hundreds of millions of dollars in this new 
facility. The Casino-Resort is expected to open in early 2009. Both the Tribe's existing Casinos MSJ-4 
and the new Casino Resort under construction provide jobs, training opportunities, funding for 

(cont'd) 
essential tribal governmental services. and significant economic benefits to the Tribe, its 
m%mbers, and the surrounding non-Indian communities, including ImperialCounty. To be clear, 
economic impacts to the Tribe's casino projects have a direct and substantial impact on the 
Tribe's ability to carry out essential governmental functions and services. 

The proposed Calexico casino will have a direct adverse economic impact on the 
Quechan Tribe, its gaming facilities, and its governmental functions. The proposed casino will 
attract patrons primarily from the El Centro and CalexicoNexicali market, a market that 
parallels the Quechan Tribe's existing market. The Tribe's market research show that 20% or 
more of the Quechan Tribe's Casino patrons come from the CalexicolMexicali area. Many other 
patrons come from the surrounding Central Imperial Valley area. The proposed location of the 
Calekico facility is directly within the Quechan Tribe's zone of economic interest, The EIR must 
evaluate this adverse economic impact. 

MSJ-5 

C. Conclusion - The Draft EIR Is Inadeauate In Its Current Form. 

In summary, the Draft EIR for the 111 Calexico Place Project is inadequate because it 
fails to evaluate the No-Casino Alternative and because it fails to address adverse economic 

impacts that will result from the proposed casino development. Thank you for your 
c6nsideration of these comments. 

Frank R. 

Thane D. 

Attorneys for tHequechan Indian Tribe 
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I~lr. Armando villa MSJ Attochment 
November6,2008 
Page 5 

EXclosures 

cc: President Mike Jackson 

Vice President Keeny Escalenti 
Members of the Quechan Tribal Council 
13rian Golding, Executive Director, Economic Development Administration 
Frank Espino, Tribal Comptroller 

T~WPWCN)~LNnPII\MlnUnill Cllioo\YiLIII)IPI Illdo~ 
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ATTACBMENT A 
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MSJ Attachment ii MS~ Attochment 

United States Depamnent of fbe Interior O opprca O)PTIIB SECREFI~'ARY 
15S*l;*i*·T, 

wAsarmmo~.oc.zaRo aarndinnb~esre~olaagaEmmtaa~po"l) The au~orlry to acqpdre tnult lands, 
hcrivevcr,ls derived fkom the IRA;no trust Land aPquLsitirm authorityie granted to the 
Os~retaryby~I~Rk The Depaament has takad the position that although I(JRA was 
intended to promote the economic development sf~tribes by Wci~i$Jing Indian gamInS 

~AN O 4 2888 opemtions, it was not intended to encourage the establfehmcnt of~ndian pamJngfscllIties 
oh off-reservation lead. Whether ~f~re~orvation land shouldbe Dekanlnta trust for 

The IIonWrsble CatheTine Saubel ~molaslssdsolstonthstmuetbcmadapurrruant to the Secretary's IRA 

Cbalrwoman, tos Coyotes Bead 

of Cabuille & Cupeso Indians Compliance with 25 C.F~B; Pmt Xdl 
P.O. Ilox 189 

WsmEr Springs, California 82086 In a letter dated Pebruery 13, 2002, UloDegartmcnt made it cIeartbat the Tribe's land- 
into-trust applicallcn would receive a thorough and critical review ua8er the 

DePrChaIrwoman Saubcll Dcnarlmccot~s land apquiardon regulations in 25 CP,R Part 151. Our review of the 
On March 29, 2006, the L.oa Coyotea Bead of CahuiUa and Cupeno Indians (Tribe) Tribe's sppll~atioa has identified several concems, paflouliulyWllh mitorill in 25 C.F.R 

submitted to the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) tar application to acquko Lr trust (iB 151..3, 151.10@~ 151,10(o~ and I~l,ll(b), as ~lainedbelow. 

approximately 20-acres of land In Barstow, San Bsmardino Contt,Celifomia ~arsfow k 25 C.F;R 151.3 Land aeqntsttlon policy. 
parcel). The Tribeproposes to develop a $a~n~ng facrjlity and other uses incidental thereto 
on the land. Theregulattans, in 25 CJi~R: 151.9(a)0), require thal)epartmemt to make a 

determination that the acquisition of the land is ncoessary to facilitate tobal aelf- 
Barltgrollnd detenninati an, eoonomio development, ca Indian housing Thejustlfioation provided 

wftb ypm]and-into-tru~t application directed our attantiollto eoonomle development as 
In explaining theDepartment of the InEBrior'a (nep8rtment) de~iriion, it is important to the keyrcason for seeking our approval of this application. Theproposed g8ming site is 
begin by restating th.cora priaolples that un8erl(e the land acquisitions regulatlonrl. The approximately 115 miles ~f~om the Tribe's existing reservation The applioation suggests 
Part 151 regulations implement the trust land acquisition authority given to the Secretary that die eeonomie.beneftts to me mbe would he a prof wtod cash flow from 9aefno 
bytho IndianRMrgsmization Act of 1934 ~A~ 25 ~7.S.C. 8 465. The IRA was operatioI~s ia Barstow that could then be used to satisfy Tribalneeds on the reservation. 
prlmarilyintendsd to redress the effects dthe disoredited polioyof allobnemt, whichhad 
sought to divide up the trfbal land base among individual Indians andnca~-Indians, and to It. 29 C.P;RI51,18(b). The needor~beTr~belor addLtionalland. 
desb.oy tribal govenunents and tcibslidantity~ To assist inrcetoring the tribal landbaaq 
the IRA gives the Secretary the authority to: 1) renan Yo tribal ownership the remaining Tbere6Folstlons, in 25 C~P.R 151,10[6), require the Deparhoentto waluate the need of 
surplus lands of any Indian reservation" tbathad been opened to sale or disposal under the Tie for additional land, The Mba owns epproximately25,000 acres of trust hard 
ihe publio land laws: 2) consolidate Indian ownership of land ~olding3 within and has approlo'mstely 288 members. This application does not ad(lress a need formora 
reservations by acquiring and txcbangl~a interests of both Indians andnon-Indians; and land to support hT~al housing, pvenlmrmt inttashuolum, orto resolve loPal land 
3) scquire, ia his discrclioa, inteaests i lands 'Lwithia or without eoristlngrescrvarlan&:' management conniots. Rathe~ the appheation seeks ap~Pttcular site of ~O acres, located 
The IRA also contains iirovf sions strengtheningtrfbal govemments end facilitatl~gthai~ 115 miles away ~omtbe leeervatlon, whiehhasbeen selected dua,principally,to its 
operation Thepollgraf the IRA, which is Justthe opposite of allctment, is to provide a pro~timity 19 urban market~. 
tribal land base on which tribal cormnunitis~ governed by tdbal govunments, clould exist 
and aoldoh. Consistentwith thepolicy, the Secretary has typioally meTcised his rmst C. 25 C~F;R 1Sl,lO(e). The porpPPes for which the land whl be used, 
land aoiluttdtfon authority Po take iaods into bust that are within, or in close proximity to, 
BXiSPID& rolrrYPflOna· The regulations, in 25 C.P.R. 151.10 to), mqulro the Dopsrtmaet to oonsldaL thop\ylosos 

for which the land will be used Inthts case, the land will be used for the development of 
The IRA has nothing to do directly wfth Indian gaming. The Ldian Oaming Regulatory a verylarge off-reservation class ill gamiog WcilIty. 
Act (IOT(A). 25 U.S.C. 6 2701 et, more then 50 aftcrtbe setathe 
criteria underwhich ganring activities oan occur on Indfanlaads. One 
if gaming is to occur on off-reservation lands, those lands must be trust lands "overwhiFh 
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MSJ Attachment MSJ Attochment 

a st~sngtrihal govemmant and tribal community. Employment of tribal mermbers is an 
D. 29 CF3t 151.13@). The loeation of tbelsnd relative to Btate boPndarleP, % knportantbaaofft of tribal eoonomfe emterprises, 

end ftp distance Ikom the brandarleP aithe Tribe's rssuvatloa 
in the scoond oasq the remote location oftho proposed gamIng faoilitymayenocurapo 

The regulations, in 25 CP;R. L51.11~ raqulrotbe nepartmont to consider the ]ooation reservation residents to leave the reservation For an extended polled to take advantage of 
of the landrolative to ltstoboundaries and ha distance ftDm the boundarf es of thoMbe's Bi thof ob oppomuaitiDs created bythe tribal papltlg Woility. The gotPntIaf depamai, of a 
roPavatipn. As the cfiatance facreases, the Ssmctarymust give greatcrsrmtlny to the P1 sigdAcaPtqumber of r~san/at~on~esidents andthelr ft~mille~e souldhavo serious aad'far- 
M~e'ejustiflcation of antiotpatedbenefite ~fi~m the acquisition, and ~mateP: weight to the a teaching Loplloetirms fortho remaining tribal cownanity and its continuity as a 
oonoems of local govtmmonfs. The Tribe's reservation and the proposPdlarst~wpaml ocmnrmity. While the fCnrmcial benefits of the proposed gamln$ faailitymight create 
are lotatecd'n the State of Caltfomia. 8ppr~imateb 115 miles apart. TheDepartmant is revenues for the Ribs and may mitigate some potential negative impacts, the Tribe's 
concsmed that BppToval of this application wourdmot support the option for tdbal application fails to careihlly address and cotnprehensively analyzethepotenttal nogat~Iva 
members to live ontbeir existing reservation and to have meaningtll employment impacts on reservation life and does not clearly demonstrate why tbcsd negative tnpaots 
opportunities at the proposed gaming establishment in Barstowbecauee the proposed shouldbe out weighed by the financial bPmafits of tribal ownership of a remote pHmlng 
gemfng ostebUshment will notbe locattdwithin areasonsble commating distance ham jl facility. 
the Tribe's roscrvatian 

Deelslon 

In your application you state that the padeot is proposed bcoause "ths Tribe has no 
realistic anvtronnental or sconomfo sltemttvs but to obtain off-reservation land on The naprutmant's regulations, in 25 C.Pg 151.5, slate tbatno acquisition of land intrust 
which it Fan develop a gaming facility oonsistcntwithlhose operatedbybther tribes in status shall be vatid Imless the acqulaftfon is approvedbyth8 Secretary. The Department 
the State of Califomia." Thcrcfon, the primary expected benefitia the income stream has completed an evaluation of the Tribe's Po~to·trUst application farthe Barstow parcel 
som the gamIns·~aoillty. wbioh eanljensed to flmdtribaI services anticipated to prooide and has datarnined thatitP~llnor aecept the lend into trust, 
a positive effcot on reservation life regardless of the cietanae of the gaming fscn8y prom 
the reepfvattoa The at8tcmsdt "~R]accipfs from the Mba's.gaming niailitywillbo used The Department's cval~tion oftblsoff-rctscnvationland-into-trust application has 
to fiald govemmontal andhcslth services on the ~scilvation, as well as to f\md housing ides1~6d seyeml coacams, as outlined shove that lead to a datsrmination that the 
there:' does notprovfdo suffideot;lotail to allow a dPormInation by the Scmetary an the Dqarhnentwill not ocercise its discretionaryauthori to take theparoolinto trust. This 
speeifip benefits expected from the use of net gamlnglsvermer, to either on-rasen/atton decision is a 6naI agency action ooasistentwith thepmvisions oE25 C.P.R 2.6(o). 
employment of tribal members, or spccifio tribal prdgnrma iul8 apaa~ions. 

please be advised thaf since this land will notbe accepted into trust,thcproposed site 
The second bene8t of thoproposed pamlng facility is die oppommity fcrJob.training and does not qnr~lfS,fbr Indian gaming pun~snt tdI(fRA. It is ourhopi that the Department 
employment of tribalmembers living onIeserration. No'expected on-t.esavatlon will be able to work with the pibe to idcmtlfjr Economic- development oppommities that 
employment bena8ts are described in the apptication, so his not possible fortha we can support mutually. 
9ecretatyto make a determination on the employmentbeneih to tribal members living on 
the resowation. with respect to this beadt, the location of thc.cnrming facility can have sinc~sela 
significant negative effects on rcservatonnlil. Because the proposed gamlng faoilityfa 
nor within a commutable distance oPtbe the roee~ration, resident trtbalmemibcrs will either: 
a) d~ellna thejob opportunity if they desire to remain an the reservation; or b) move 
away from the reservation to take advantage of tbejob opportunities. 

In either case, the negative impacts on reac~rvetion life could be ooasiderable. k the ihst Car] I. Artman 
ease, the operation of the gaminp ~8lctlitywouldriot directly Improve the employment rate AsslstantScmultary-IndfanA6~airs 
ofnf~at mm~crs Ilvlng on the reservation Ahlgh on-au~s.Rlation ~momploym~nt nrt~ 
withits attendant social ills, i.: already a pioblmn on the Tribe's reservation A gaminp 
operation on or close to the reservation would allow the Tribe to alleviate this situation 
byusing its 1Jemi~g faollity as a conduit fbrjob training Wd 

employment oppormnitfos to rcs~vationrosidemts promotes 
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Department of the Interior Isp···s Off-Reservation Gaming Guidance an7 ~-inds ]Letters to... Page 1 of 2 
MSJ Attachment · MS3 Attachment 

January 4, 2008 
Contact: Shane Wolfe (202) 208-6416 

Department of the Interior Issues Off-Reservation Gamlng Guidance 
and Sends ]Letters to Tribes 

Department of the Interior Guidance Issued by Assistant Secretary 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Indian Affairs Carl Artman today issued 
guidance to Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIG) regional directors and the director of the 
Office of Indian Gaming to be used in the determination of whether or not to take 
off-reservation land into trust pursuant to the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 
(IRA) for gaming purposes pursuant to the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act of 1988 
(IGRA). 

Indian Gamiag Regulatory Act of 1988 and Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 
'IGRA specifies the criteria that must exist for off-reservation gaming to occur on 
Indian lands. Indian lands must be trust lands "over which an Indian tribe exercises 
governmental power." A separate act, the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 @iA~ 
enacted to provide a tribal land base on which tribal communities can flcun'sh, gives 
the Secretary of the Interior discretionary authority to take off-reservation Indian 
land into trust. Section 151.11 oP25 C.F.R. Part 151 O?art 151) sets forth the factors 
the l)epartment will consider when exercising the authority. 

"Parl 151" 

Part 151 contains two provisions ofparticularrelevance to applications that involve 
land that is a considerable distance ~om the reservation. It states that, as the distance 
~e~nv~he tribe's reservation and fhe lahd to be acquired increases, Ihe Secretary 

D 1) greater scrutiny to the tribes justification of anticipated benefits 
from the acquisition; and 
o 2) greater weight to concerns raised by state and local governments as 
to the acquisition's potential impacts on regulatoryjurisdiction, real 
property taxes and special assessments. 

'Part 151 does not elaborate further on how or why the Department is to give 
"greater scrutiny" or "greater weight" to the above factbrs as the distance increases. 

~~~~e;;;p~gkbi~i~;laanee: 
'The guidance clarifies how to interpret and apply the part 151 terms 'greater 
scrutiny' and 'greater weight' when considering the taking of off-reservation land 
into trust status for gaming purposes. 

o The guidance directs that a reviewer ask specific questions for those 
applications with lands that exceed a "commutable distance" from the 
reservation because oftheimpact that such a distant acquisition may or ATTACHMENT B may not have on life on the reservation. 

http:l/216.109.157.86/presg-'elease/Depiutment%200f%20the%20~nterior%20Issues%20Of~~ 1/5/2008 
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o The guidance emphasizes that as the distance from the reservation 
increases, greater weight should be given to state and local concerns, 
includingjurisdictional problems and potential conflicts of land use and 
the removal of the land fi~om the tax rolls. 

Letters to 22 Tribes 

· Pursuant to the guidance, the Department of the Interior today issued letters to 22 
separate tribes with pending applications to take land into trust, 

o 1 1 tribes were informed that the Department of the Interior will not 
exercise its discretionary authority to take respective properties into 
trust. 

o 11 other tribes were informed that their applications lacked complete 
information and cannot be acted upon by the Office of Indian Gaming. 

Off-Reservation Lands 

· 14 of the 22 tribes td receive letters had submitted applications to take land into 
trust that is situated more than 100 miles ~om the 

reservations on which tribal members reside, with some more than 1000 miles from 
the reservation. 

Resubmission 

· Any application that is deniedpursuant to the guidance may be resubmitted with 
information that may satisfy Part 151. 

Courtesy of Yiclo,~ Rockn 

ATTACHMENT C 

http:N216.109.157.8~/press_release/Depamnent%200f~lo20the%20~.~teriorOldLOIssues%200E.. 1/5/2008 
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WHEREASI Cellfomia Government Code seotlon 12012.25, subdlvlalon [d), deslgnalss 
the Govemor as the state official with authority to negctlete and execute tribal gamlng 
compacts on behalf of the State; and 

I-~....~-~-~ ' WHEREAS, Callfomla Government Code section 12012.26; subdlvlslons (c) and (e), 
provide that tribal-state gamlng compacts negotiated by the Governor are subiect to 

·- ratification by the Legislature; and 

ICGF ,,, /UpSo~l'hl~MlnlB~ ~on;rpt)lEglfo PIBttl\mOld .$ WHEREAS, In 1999, GovernorGray Davls concluded, and the Legislature ratified, 
compacts with 67 tribes, In anticipation of the voters' approval of Proposition 1A; and 

Special Olympics Info May 18, 2006 Gov 
Sup WHEREAS, since 1989, seven additional trf bes have concluded compacts that have been 
Edu ratified by the Leglelsture, seven tribes have amended the terms of their 1999 compacts, 

GOVERNOR SCWARZENEGOER ISSUES PROCLAMATION ON TRIBAL GAMINO Inc~ which amendments have been ratlned by the Legislature; and one tribe with Indian lands 
POLICY (6/1 In an urban area concluded a compact that was not ratified; and 

Increase (611 

Oov WHEREAS, In Ihe general election of 2004, two InlUeUve measures, Propositions 68 and 
Oov Calls For Support on~ 70, that would have expanded gamlng actlvltles In urban areas wer~ placed before the ror Education Funding Poli 

California voters: and 

Gov's ProclemeUon on WHEREAS, Proposition 68 was defeated with 83.8 percent of the electorate voting against 
Tribal Gomlng Policy Gov flat It and Proposition 70 was defeated with 76.3 percent of the electorate voting against it: and 
Gov on Vlllerslgoss's (5/1 
Election Vldoly B EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT WHEREAS, events demonstrate Increasing public concem over the location and 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gov expansion of tribal gamlng enterprises In California; and 
OovCommllsto Rsr 
Trsnsportatlon Fun WHEREAS, the Stale of California exercises lurlsdlctlon over land within the tsrritorlal 
Funding PROCLAMATION (5/1 boundaries of the State, except to the extent such Jurlsdlctlon Is expressly reserved by, or 

by the ceded to; the federal government or Is preempted by operation or federal law: end 
~~bmAOd~dqe~sSSkly Governor of the State of California Gov 

Rad WHEREAS, IORA generally prohibits Indian gamlng on lands acquired by the federal 
WHEREAS, the federal Indian Gamlng Regulatory Act of 1988 (IORA) authorlres federally (6/1 government In trust for Indian tribes after October 17, 1988, the effective date of IGRA; 

I 
recognized Indian tribes to conduct class III gamlng on ]ndlan lends, as defined by IGRA, end 
to the extent such games are permitted by state law, and pursuant to a gamlng compact 189! 
negotiated between a tribe end the State; and 2001 

200 WHEREAS, exceptions exist hat authorize class lli gamlng on lands acquired In trust after 
200 October 17, lg88, (1) If the lands are talten Into trust as part of (i) a settlement of a land 

WHEREAS, IGRA requires the State to negotiate In good faith for the conclusion of trlbal- 200: claim, or (II) the restoration of lands bran Indian tribe that Is restored to federal 
state gamlng compacts with Indian tribes that request such negotlatlona when those tribes 20a recognition, (2) If the lands are taken Into trust as part of the Initial reservation of an Indian 
have eligible Indian lends located In the State: and 200; tribe acknowledged by the Secretary of Interior under the federal achnowledgement 

process, or (3) If the Secretary of Interior determines that a gamlng establishment on lands 

WHEREAS, In 1998, California voters approved ProposiUon 5, a statutory measure u~j~El acquired after October 17, 1988, would be In the best Interest of the Indian tribe and Its 
designed to allow for the operation of slot machine and house banked cord gamlng by membere, would not be detrimental to the surrounding community, and the Governor of 
California Indian tribes on Indian lands In accordance with federal law; and the Slete In which Ihe land is situated concurs In the Secretary's determination that such 

lend can be used for gamlng (a Section 20 concurrence); and 

WHEREAS, In 2000, California voters approved Proposition 1A, a measure that amended 
the California Constitution to authorize the Governor to negotiate and conclude compacts, WHEREAS, an Increasing number of Indian tribes are seeking to take new lend Into trust 
sub]ed to ratlnoatlon by the Leglsiature, for the operation of slot machines, lottery games for purposes of conducting class 1II gamlng aotlvltles pursuant to the provisions of IGRA, 
and banked and percentage card games by federally recognized Indian tribes on Indlen often In urban areas; and 
lands In California in accordance with federal law; and 

WHEREAS, It Is In the best Interests ofall Callbmlsns that there be a clear statement of 
the 1A,.Callfornlavoters ...pollcy~ldentlfylng.heGovernorf 8.posltlone.wlth-respect-to-lndlen-gemlng-on ·newly-soqulred· 

were assured that approval of these measures would not result In tribal casinos being trust land located In urban areas. 
looatedlnurbenarees;end 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, ARNDLD SCHWARZENBOGER, Governor of the Slate of 
WHEREAS, the constltutlonallly of tribal excluslvlty over the forms of gamlng authorized California, do hereby proclaim the following statements as my general policy on the 
by Proposition 1A Is premised upon the Ilmltatlon of these acllvltles to Indian lands; and spedned matters related to tribal gamlng: 

WHEREAS, there are over 100 federally recognized Indian tribes In Callfomlo and many of 1. I shall oppose proposals for the federal acqulsltlon of lands within any urbanized 
those tribes already have Indian lands within the meaning of IORA that are eligible for area where the lands sought to be acquired In trust are to be used to conduct or 
class III gemlng; and 

- ~ "~ ----~" `~ 
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MSJ AR~chment 
facllllate gamlng actlvllles. 

Governor of California 

2. 1 shall decline to engage In negotiations for tribal-state gamlng compacts where the 
Indian tribe doss not have Indian lands eligible for class III gamlng. 

3. 1 shall consider requests for a gubemalorlel concUrrence under section 20(b)(l)(A) 
of IGRA, that would allow a tribe to conduct class III gamlng on newly acquired copyright Q 2005 Oak Productions, inc. FABs 
land, only in cases where each of the following criteria Is sollsfled: 

a. The land that is sought for class III gamlng Is not within any urbanized area. 

b. The local lurisdlctlon In which the tribe's proposed gamlng project is located 
supports the project. 

c. The tribe and the local ]urlsdlctldn demonstrate that the affected local 
community supports the project, such as by a local advisory vote. 

d. The pro]ect substantially serves a clear, Independent public policy, 
separate and apart from any Increased economic benefit or financial 
contribution to the Slate, community, or the indian tribe that may arise from 
gamlng. 

4. In order to ensure adherence to the foregolng policies, I will direct the Governor's 
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to provide to the Attorney General and the 
following departments, boards, and commissions copies of every notice of a tribal 
application to have land taken Into trust by the federal government: 

a. The Department of Parks and Recreation 
b. The DepartmentofWaler Resources 
c. The Department of Fish and Game 
d. The Native American Heritage Commission 
a. The Department of Transportation 
f. The Csllfomla Highway Patrol 

g. TheAlrResourcesBoard 
h. The Department of Conservation 
i. The appropriate regional office of the Regional Water Quality Control 

Board. 

I will further direct the Resources Agency, Environmental Protection Agency, and 
HeBlth and Hunian Services Agency to dlstrlbu$ a copy of the notice to any of their 
respective departments that may ha able to provide Input on a particular 
applioatlon, .The departments referenced above will be directed to promptly review 
the notices and provide comments to the Legal Affairs Secretary for a 
determination as to whether any comment on an application to have land taken Into 
trust should be provided to the Bureau of Indlen Affairs. The boards and 
commlselons listed above will be Invited to provide comments an said notices to 
the Legal Affairs Secretary. 

5. 1 shall support legislative ratlncallon and Department of Interior approval of each 
compact or amended compact negotiated by my administration, Including the one 
compact for a casino In an urban arse that Is not yet ratified by the Legislators. 

5. For purpose of this Proclamation, "urbanlzed area" means the definition of that 
..._term as de0ned In Public ResourceaCodeaactlPn2311Z2,.subdlvlelon (a)..A.llst.of 

the cities meeting this definition as of the date of this Proclamation Is attached 
hereto. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have here unto set my hand and caused 
the Great Seal of the State of California to be affixed this the 

eighteenth day of May 2005. 

Isl Atnold Schwarrenegger 
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Comment Letter 
HPUD 

PUBWC Heber Public Utility District 
UTILITY ~ 1078 Dogwood Rd., Suite 103.P. O. Box H RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HEBER PUBLIC UTlLITY DISTRICT, SIGNED BY JOHN A. 

Heber, CA 92249 JORDAN. DATED NOVEMBER 4, 2008 (COMMENT LmER HPUD) 

TEL. (760) 489-2440' FAX (760) 353-9951 

Response to Comment HPUD-1: 
This comment is an introductory to the comment letter and provides a brief summary of 

November 4, 2008 the project. No response is required. 
Mr. Armando G. Villa, Director 
Development Services Department Response to Comment HPUD-1: 
City of Calexico The Notice of Preparation (NOP) was sent out in March 2007. Under CEQA Guidelines 
608 HeberAvenue sections 15125 and 151265.2, the EIR must evaluate the project's impacts on the 
Calexico, CA 92231 conditions which exist at the time the NOP was published. Based on a personnel 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 111 Calexico Place Specific Plan Project communication with the City and County planning departments. the following provides 
the status of the projects that are listed in this comment: 

Dear Mr. Villa: 

Project dated September 23, 2008, the proposed Project consists of the development of 1HPUD-I The Plaza (included in EIR ar~ cumulative Approximately 80% Complete 

Current Status 

The Heber Public Utility District (HPUD) has received your subm[ttedDraft Environmental Imperial Valley Mall (included in EIR are Approximately 80% complete 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the above-mentioned Project (SCH No. 2007031092) prepared by 
BRG Consulting, Inc, dated September 2008. As stated in the Notice of Availability for the cumulative 

Commercial Highway land uses, including a Class III Tribal Gaming Casino Facility and Hotel # 

Facility within an approximately 232acre Project site in the City of Calexico. The Project· is Heber Meadows (included in EIR are Approximately 60-70% Complete 
located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Jasper Road and State Route (SR) 111 cumulative #1 
and is bound by Jasper Road to the north, SR-111 to the east, and the Dogwood Canal and 
Central Main Canal to the south and west. Meber Wood (not included in EIR) Submitted application in October 2007, 

after NOP was released; therefore was not 

Based on a review of the submitted DEIR document, HPUD offers the following comments: included in the EIR 

McCabe Ranch (included in EIR are Phase I and II have be approved 
1. As stated on page 4:3-4 of the DElft, the Traffic Study prepared for this project, and the cumulative proiect #1 1 

resulting DEIR, analyzes traffic count data obtained by Caltrans in 2005 and Darnell and 
Associates in October 2005. HPUD considers these 2005 counts to be significantly 
outdated, as they do not reflect the trips generated from numerous new commercial and Traffic count comparisons provided in the Traffic Study prepared for the proposed 
residential projects in the vicinity of the 111 Calexico Place Project constructed since project (Appendix B of the EIR) were made between Year 2005 and Year 2006-08 (at 
October 2005. These projects and their estimated Average Daily Traffic (ADT) counts intersections) and Years 2005 and 2007 (along Caltrans controlled roadway segments) are as follows: HPUD-: 

to determine if the inclusion of these cumulative projects provides a significant increase 
· Imperial\lalley Mall 47,300ADT(perthe ProjectEIR) 

The Plaza in traffic volumes along major orterials. As shown in the table below, count volumes are 20,648 ADT (per the Project EIR) 
· HeberMeadows 2,280 ADT1 significantly lower (opproximately 6 percent near McCabe where the majority of this 
· HeberWood 5,304 ADT2 potential traffic is suggested to impact) in Year 2007 than in Year 2005. 
· McCabeRanch 5,124ADT" 

TOTAL 80,656 Am 

'ADT was determined from the estimated number of houses constructed at this time (190 SFR) multiplied by the 
SANDAG ADTfaetor for SFR units (12 ADT/unlt). 
'ADT was determined from the estrmated number of houses constructed at this time (442 SFR) mliltiplled by the 
SANDAG Am factor for SFR units (12 ADT/onlt). 
3 Am was determined from the estimated number of houses constructed at this time (427 SFR) multiplied by the 
SANDAG Am factor for SFR units (12 ADT/unlt). 

- ~`-~-- ~- ` " 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HEBER PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT, SIGNED BY JOHN A. 

JORDAN, DATED NOVEMBER 4, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER HPUD) 

Response to Comment HPUD-1: (conPd.) 

Count Volume 

Yr2005 Yr2006-08 DM1 Dlff 
Intersectionr 

PM Pk PM Pk Vol Percent 

-111 3.078 2.497 -581 -18.88X 

SR-I 11 ISR-98 4.827 3.639 -1.188 -24.612 

1.235 1.213 -22 -1.7896 

Meadow4/SR-98 1.605 1.565 -40 -2.4956 

neber/SR-ll 1 3.371 2.708 -663 -19.67% 

Year2005 Year2007 Dlft Percent 

SR-II1 at SR-98 33.500 33.000 -500 -1.495b 

SR-III at Cole 35.500 35.0W -500 -1.419b 

SR-II1 at SR-86 33.500 31.500 -2.000 -5.97% 

SR-III at McCobe 37.000 34.500 -2.500 -6.76X 

SR-98 at Andrade 9.500 8.300 1.200 -12.6396 

SR-98 at Bowker 6.900 6.100 -800 11.59X 

SR-98 at Cole 14.000 11.300 2.700 19.29% 

Segment counts per Caltranr published data 

= most recent count token 

The updated traffic counts collected at the intersection of Jasper Road/SR-l it, which 
draws the most project related traffic, shows a drop of more than 18% in three years. 
This intersection is the most impacted intersection by the proposed project. 

Darnell and Associates, the traffic engineer that prepared the Traffic Study for the 

project, has reviewed this comment. Based on their qualifications and experience and 
the information contained in the traffic study, it is the traffic engineers opinion that by 

using the highest volumes counted in Year 2005 the traffic study has adequately 
addressed the potential traffic generated by these projects that were not considered 
to be occupied in 2005. No changes to the EIR or Traffic Study were made pursuant to 
this comment. 
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Comment Letter 
HPUD 
(cont'dJ 

HPUD-P 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HEBER PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT, SIGNED BY JOHN A, It should be noted that four of these projects were consrdered in the Cumulative Impact 

Analysis of the DEIR; however, the counts from these existing projects should be JORDAN, DATED NOVEMBER 4, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER HPUD) (conflnued) 
included in the analysis of existing conditions in the Transportation/Circulation Section of (cont'd) 
the DEIR. 

Response to Comment HPUD-3: 

2. HPUD anticipates that new, updated traffic counts would reflect a higher number of ADT I See Response to Comment HPUD-2, traffic count comparisons of Year 2005 and 2007 
counts on roadway segments and at intersections in the Project vicinity end would demonstrate that counts in this area have significantly declined in recent years, and 
therefore reduce the existing Level of service (LOS) of these roadway segments and specifically at the most project related impacted intersection of Jasper Road/SR-lll 
Intersections from those illustrated in the DEIR, For example, Table 4.3-2 on page 4.3- which has declined more than 18% over three years. The project traffic study used the 
19 of the DEIR indicates that the Dogwood RoadlE. McCabe end Dogwood RoadMI. 
McCabe intersections are operating at a LOS of A and B during peak hours. Anyone worst-case older volumes (Year 2005) to prepare the analysis. The comparison locations 

familiar with these intersections pre- and post construction of the Imperial Valley Mall were identified to demonstrate the reduction in volumes, which would most likely affect 
and adjacent residential developments understands the increased amount of traffic the proposed Calexico/SR-lll project, not those locations for which the project does 
traveling along Dogwood Road through these intersections and the resulting decrease in not contribute significont traffic. Using the older counts complies with providing date, 
service levels at these intersections. The DEIR states that new spot count data obtained which represents a more conservative analysis. It would be the responsibility of other 
in 2006 end 2008 were not utilized for analysis as this data reflected lower traffic 
volumes, and therefore did not reflect the worst case traffic conditions, However, this projects to provide traffic counts within their own specific study areas. It is the opinion of 

2006 and 2008 data was collected only at the intersections of SR-111/SR-98, Cole the traffic engineer that prepared the traffic study for the project, that using the older 
RoadlMeadows Road, SR-Ot/Meadows Road, Jasper RoadlGH 111 and Heber counts complies with providing data, which represents a more conservative analysis. No 
RoadlSR-lll. These intersections are some of the least impacted by the new changes to the EIR or Traffic Study were made pursuant to this comment. 
developments highlighted in Item No. 1 of this letter. New traffic counts and subsequent 
analysis of these counts are therefore required in order to complete a legally defensible 
DEIR that accurately demonstrates a complete analysis of current traffic conditions. 
HPUD recommends taking new updated counts at the following intersections and 
roadway segments: 

· Intersections- 

o Dogwood Road/lnterstate 8 
o Dogwood Roadl E. McCabe Road 
oDogwood Raad~V. McCabe Road 
o Dogwood RoadlSR-tlB (Main Street) 
o Dogwood RoadlJasper Road 
o Fitter Road/SR-BB (Heber Road) HPUD-3 
o Fitter RoadNasper Road 
o E. McCabe Roadl SR-111 

oJasper RoadlSR-li 1 

· Roadway Segments- 
o SR-88 from Interstate 8 to Dogwood Road 
o SR-88 from Dogwood Road to Fitter Road 
o SR-86 (Heber Road) from Pltzer Road to SR-l 11 
o W. McCabe Road from SR-86 to Dogwood Reed 
o E. McCabe Road from Dogwood Road to Pltzer Road 
o E. McCabe Road from Fiber Road to SR-111 

·· o-Correll-Road-from-Dogwood-Road-to-BitzecRoad· - · 
o Correll Road from Fitter Road to SR-111 

o Jasper Road from Dogwood Road to Fitter Road 
0 Jasper Road from Pitrer Road to SR-111 
o Dogwood Road from Interstate 81o Dannenberg Road 
o Dogwood Road from Dannenberg Road to E. McCabe Road 
o Dogwood Road from W. McCabe Road to Correll Road 
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i JORDAN, DATED NOVEMBER 4, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER HPUD) (contlnued)RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HEBER PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT, SIGNED BY JOHN A. o Dogwood Road from Correll Road to SR-88 
o Dogwood Road from SR-8B to Jasper Road 
o Dogwood Road from Jasper Road to Cole Road 

3. The DEIR states that the "Exlsting Conditions Plus Casino Phase" of the Project will only 7 Response to Comment HPUD-4: 
have a direct impact on the Intersection of Jasper and SR-111. Page ES-6 of the DEIR I) As summarized above in Response to Comments HPUD-2 and HPUD-8, it has been 
states that the sole Mitigation Measure required as a result of directs Impacts to shown that the older counts represent a worst-case traffic analysis and properly identify 
TransportationlCirculation from the Existing Conditions Plus Casino Phase of the Project project related impacts and mitigation. No changes to the EIR or Traffic Study were 
is the "construction of an additional eastbound left turn lane" at the intersection of Jasper 
Road and SR-lll. HPUD considers this unacceptable and anticipates that the date made pursuant to this comment. 

obtained from updated traffic counts would lead to higher ADT counts for the HPUD-4 
Intersections and roadway segments identified in Item No. 2 of this letter. These higher Response to Comment HPUD-5: 
ADT counts may lower the LOS for these segments and intersections to below an LOS As summarized above in Response to Comments HPUD-2 and HPUD-3, it has been 
of C and require that, in addition to paying fair share contribution for cumulative shown that the older counts represent a worst-case traffic analysis and properly identify 
transportation/circulation impacts, the Project pay for the construction of improvements 

project related impacts and mitigation. No changes to the EIR or Traffic Study were due to additional direct impacts to the intersections and roadway segments listed in Item 
No. 2 of this letter prior to the construction of the Casino Phase portion of the made pursuant to this comment. 
Project. 

In summary, HPUD considers the traffic count data analyzed in the Traffic Study, and 
subsequent TransportatlonlCirculation Section of the Project DEIR, to be outdated and 
Inaccurate. HPUD recommends that new traffic counts be obtained end incorporated into the 
DEIR, along with any additional mitigation measures required due to direct and cumulative 
impacts to transportation/circulation In the vicinity of the Project site from the proposed Project. 
The Casino Phase portion of the 111 Cafexico Place Project is a large project with significant 
direct impacts to numerous locations along Dogwood Road, McCabe Road, Correll Road, HPUD-5 
Jasper Reed, SR-86, and SR-~1I.Thl6 is in addition to an increase in traffic and congestion 
from prior developments in the vicinity of the Project that have to date not been fully mitigated 
for. Until all transpDrtation/circulation impacts, direct and cumulative, are fully addressed and 
mitigated, HPUD requests that the developer of the Casino Phase portion of the Project not be 
permitted to move forward with construction. 

We appreciate your consideration of these comments and look foMlard to your response. 
Should you have any questions, I can be reached at 760-482-2440. 

Sincerely, 

Utility District 
John GeneralManager 

·Cc: ·nie- 
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Comment Letter 
:-I :·ii~ RICHARDPAAAA _RPE 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM RICHARD PATA ENGINEERING, SIGNED BY 

ANASTASIA MIKI, P.E., DATED NOVEMBER 11, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER RPE) 
RECLEIVE 

-~B Response to Comment RPE-I: NOV 1 2 2008 This comment states that the EIR overstates the potential cumulative impacts of the 
proposed project on traffic in the area. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(8), a 

City of Calexico, Planning Department ""' "s:R~l~:s",:6A"R~'ME,T Lead Agency is authorized to limit it's analysis of probable future projects to those which 
608 HeberAvenue are planned or which have had an application mode at the time the Notice of 
Calexico, CA 92231 Preparation (NOP) is released for public review. The NOP for 111 Calexico Place EIR 

was released for public review on March 19, 2007. The projects listed in Table 5-5 were 
Date: November 11, 2008 

compiled at the time the NOP was released because they either were approved or 
Project: Calexico 111 Place DEIR 

had an application made at the time. Although some of these projects may no longer 

Mr. Villa: be active projects the cumulative impact analysis and the traffic study is in compliance 
with the CEQA guidelines and no change to the Elff has been made in response to this 
comment. 

I am writing in response to the environmental document that has been circulated in 
regards to the Calexico 111 Place Project. Please find my comments below: With regards to the Linda Plaza project, according to the City of Caiexico, this project 

i. Table 5-5 of the cumulative impacts for 2015 seems egregiously overestimated had on existing application with the City at the time the NOP was released for review; 

I RPE-I 
EIR and the traffic study. However, currently this project has been withdrawn. 

for the current economic state of our county and nation. I request that they be therefore. per the requirements of CEQA this project was included in the analysis of the 
reanalyzed for merit. I have resubmitted my own numbers for Calexico Mega 
Park, as well as that of the Santa Pe subdivision, directlyto the traffic engineer for 
use in this and other reports along the corridor. Additionally, there is a project Response to Comment RPE-2: 
under the title of Linda Plaza that I cannot find on any project list in the county, This was an error in the EIR, Table 5-20 has been revised to match Table C of the Traffic 
and thus has trips affecting all of us that db not exist. Impact Study prepared by Darnell and Associates (Appendix B of the EIR). 2. Table 5-20 lists Calexico Mega Park with480 DU sf~ingle family residences, we 1 RPE-1 have not ever had residential as a part of our map. 

Response to Comment RPE-8: 3. Under Section 5.1 it needs to be examined for it seems that several of thel 
See Response to Comment RPE-I. Based on a consultation with the City of Calexico cumulative projects are either already complete or have been withdrawn from the I 
the following provides a status of the projects listed in this comment: Cily: Brdvo Rodiies, CM Ranoh, IY Mall Phase 2,McCBbe Ranch, ImpedalJ RPE-8 

Center, Heber Meadows, Kline Property. 
Thank you for your consideration of these issues. I Prolect 1 Current Status 

Brave Rodiles ed 

Sincgply, CM Ranch Withdrawn 
IV Mall Phase 2 1 Approximately 80 % 

vice President' ~ "' I McCabe Ranch I Phase I and II have be 
Richard Pata Engineering, Inc. Center I Not Completed Yet 

Heber Meadows 60-70% 

Kline ProDertv I Withdrawn 

As discussed in Response to Comment RPE-I, regardless of the current status of these 
projects the EIR is still required to analyze any projects that had an active application at 
the time the NOP was released for public review. Therefore, no change to the EIR has 

been made in response to this comment. 

341 CROWN COURT. IMPERIAL. CA 92251 

TEL760-355-5200 FAX760355-5291 
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Comment letter 
ICPDS 

IMPERIAL COUNN I RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

P~S\HI\BINC bk DEPIEhOPlrlEP1171" SE~PP~ICES ~:~~EI. SIGNED BI IURG HIUBERGEII. OAIED NOYEMBER 13. 2008 (COMMENT LEITIR 
PLANNING I BUILDING INSPECTION I ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT / PLANNING COMMISSION I A.L.U.C. 

:I Response to Comment ICPDS-1: 
ijl IURO HEUBERGER AICP, CEP, CBO CERTIFIED MAIL 7007 1490 0003 4071 5303 PLANNING 8 DEVELOPMWT SERVICES DIRECroR The 1 1 1 Calexico Place EIR does not rely on the previous EIR to establish the baseline for 

the project area, provide the description of the proposed project, nor identify the 
i ef~B~ significant environmentol effects and mitigation measures related to the tit Calexico 

November 13, 2008 Place Project. Rather, the EIR incorporates relevant information from the Calexico 

ill I I NOV242008 I I I International EIR by reference as permitted under CEQA Guidelines section 15150. 
i CityofCalexico 
i i I 608 HeberAvenue clru~iT cn~axi~i The Specific Plan is being prepared concurrent with the environmental review, OPMENT ERYICES 

incorpOrating environmental mitigation measures and other information from the EIR. Ij! Calexico,CA 92231 

i Prior to adoption of the Specific Plan and certification of the EIR, other agencies and 
Attention: Armando G. Villa, Director of Development Services the public will have the opportunity to review the Specific Plan. 

i I i 
i i' 1/ Sublecl: Dran Environmental Impact,Report(OEIR)Crthsllt Calexico Place Response to Comment ICPDS-1: 

and Casino Project, Calexlco, CalifornialSCH #2007031092 The 111 Calexico Place EIR includes new traffic and air quality technical reports that are 

j/i independent of Ihe previour E R anohiiii. With regorci to cleithetlcr. the tlR oertheticl 
/i analysis does not depend on the previous EIR. It describes the current environment, i Ii DearMr.Villa: 
ii including existing conditions, and existing regulations. Impacts to Scenic Vistas, Scenic 

The Imperial County Planning and Development Services Department has received the draft Resources and State Scenic Highways, Visual Quality or Character, and Light and Glare 
Environmental Impact Report for the 111 Caloxico Place Specific Plan on October 1, 2008, kr review are assessed. This current information and analysis supports the Draft EIR finding that 
and comment. The cover letter from the City of Calexico indicates that there is an "Extensio~ of Public 
Review Period" for the Draft EIR until the deadline date of November 21 2003. The Cou~ltystaft has the project would not result in a significant aesthetics/visual quality impact. 

reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report and has the following comments on the draft 
document. The EIR demonstrates no significant effects to aesthetics based on the new project and 

a new analysis that is not dependant on the previous EIR analysis. The EIR notes that the 
1) Throughout the Draft EIR there is extensive use of a "previous EIR" for the now non- 

existent Calexico International Center. The reliance of this EIR is in error as there is project would convert follow agricultural land to a commercial highway use and a 

i virtually no similarity. The prior project did not have casino element nor is the commercial casino resort complex/hotel. This change would impact the visual character of the site. 
and industrial concentrations even similar. The 111 Calexico Place Specific Plan needs a It would not be a significant environmental effect because the visual displays 

ICPDS-I 
full EIR not a partial one. Additionally. if the projects were identical the use of EIR for the mentioned in the comment would not trigger any of the significance thresholds 
Calexico International Center would still be not be acceptable due to the fact that it is more detailed in Section 4.2.2 of the EIR. 
then 5 years old (Govemment Code 21157.6). Perhaps even more questionable is the fact 
that the specific plan is not yet complete thus not available to get a total picture of the 
project. With regards to light and glare as discussed in Section 4.2.2 of the EIR on pages 4.2-4 

I and 4.2-5, the proposed project has the potential to create a new source of substantial 
i: 2) There is a distinctive difference between a large scale casino project and a light or glare during day or nighttime. However, the design of the project including a 
ii commercial/industriaI development. The nature and frequency of the visits are different. lighting plan and type of building materials used would be reviewed by the City for 
ji The visual impacts, traffic patterns, air impacts are alldifferent. For example the casinos 
1 are well known for their aggressive visual displays and lighting and building colors all ICPDS-P compliance with the City's Municipal Code to ensure that the project does not use light 
i I des gned m a(trad customers fmm majpi dislances and yet the Drat EIR slates Lhat the lixturer ond building moteriolr that would creote o rignifiaont light and glare impoci. Ar i "pervious EIR" has found no visual impacts. The Draft EIR needs to be slgnincantly such, the EIR identified a less than significant impact to light and glare. jj revised, all references to the'pervious EIR" need to be reviewed and replaced with project 

I specific environmental analyses. The development of a large casino will have an impact 
1 on the visual character and the light and glare of the area. 
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Comment Letter 
ICPDS 

illCalexicoPlace (cont'd) 
DEIR Rssponse Leller 
November 13, 2008 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
Page 2af5 

SERVICES, SIGNED BY JURG HEUBERGER. DATED NOVEMBER 13, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 

the motor vehicle and bicycle travel route from the Community of Heber. SpeciRcally, ICPDS-1 Rerponre to Comment ICPDS-S: 

3) In addition to the Imperial County Public Works Draft EIR comment letter attached hereto, ICPDS) (conenued) 
this Department finds that the traffic analysis needs to be revised to review the Impacts to 

potential impacts to Fitter Road and[should this read "at" rather than "and"] the intersection 
of Fitter Road and Jasper Road. Additionally, the traffic study needs to be done on a The intersection of Fitter at Jasper Road is included in the traffic study prepared for the 

regional level, at least twenty (20) miles around the project. project and analyzed for all conditions. The project study area for the traffic study was 
defined using the distribution of the project to mainline freeways, border crossings, and 

4) The Draft EIR needs to address the extension of Jasper Road to Dogwood Road (currently],,,,5-, where the project volumes disperse into existing developments. Once the future 
a dirt access road) along with the intersection of Dogwood Road and Jasper Road. All project phases develop, significant cumulative traffic from residential and other 
improvements shall be to County Standards. 

commercial projects interact with the proposed project. As such, traffic from the 

5) 
the project's need for a bicycle travel route from the Community of Heber to the project],lo,·, proposed project outside the current study area result in double counting of vehicles The Draft EIR needs to expand it's analysis on the County's bicycle travel routes including 

and reduce the direct (or"new") project traffic to minimal volumes. 
site. 

6) Chapter 2.0, Section 2.6 Discretionary Actions or Approvals by Other Agencies, page 2-17, Response to Comment ICPDS-4: 
the DEIR states that "...prior to any Class III gaming at the site, the following discretionary The extension of Jasper Road to Dogwood is included in the traffic study and analyzed 
actions or approvals are required: i. State of California (Gaming Compact), 2. Bureau of I' for all conditions. The project has mitigation measures to improve Jasper Road to the 
Indian Affairs (Fee-to-Trust Annexation), 3. National Indian Gaming Regulatory west, including a realignment of Willoughby to Jasper Road. The project includes and 
Commission (for any Casino Management Contract)... addresses an interim improvement of Jasper Road entirely on the applicant's property. 

The County has been working with the City of Calexico, Imperial Irrigation District, 1 This improvement would be within the City and it would be improved in consultation 
CALTRANS, and adjacent project proponents for various previously City-approved and within the County. Improvements in the County would be to standards acceptable to 
future proposed large residential and commercial developments along the Jasper Road the County. 
Corridor. As part of these continuing discussions, the issue of the amount of "falr share" 
that eath will pay for the required improvements to Jasper Road and the "clover-leaf' ICPDS-6 Response to Comment ICPDS-L: engineering design of the interchange is still pending. The DEIR does not provide a cost 
estimate for obtaining the requisite County encroachment permit(s) for impacted The City of Calexico and Imperial County coordinate to ensure that their respective 
County/City/State roadway rights-of-way, intersection improvements, engineering on Bicycle Master Plans provide facilities that interconnect. For the proposed project, 
Jasper Road, impacts on staffing for Sheriff/Coroner, and County fire fighting coordination roadway improvements are required that will connect the City of Calexico with the 
resulting from the above project. 

County of Imperial and Heber. All such improvements would implement Bicycle Master 

It is necessary that each of the above parties be provided a framework on when and how Plan connections and facilities when they ore constructed. In particular. the required 
these "fair share" costs will be calculated, including but not limited to, roadway I widening of Jasper Road and Dogwood Road would incorporate bicycle lanes tying 
specification/design within a twenty (20) mile radius, time frame for "fair share" payments the project site to Heber. 
on impacts to County roads and intersections, and how disbursements shall be set up 
through the City's "Jasper Road Benefit Assessment District" for the payment of the 
required Improvements on Jasper Road and other affected roadways. Response to Comment ICPDS-6: 

As identified in Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts of the EIR. Mitigation Measures CUMLI 

i.... 
7) Page 7-1, it states that "..,none of the land uses proposed by the project will be occupied through CUMLBO have been revised to clarify the City's plan to determine fair share 

on an individual 24 hours per day 7 days a week like a residential use would. Therefore, 
costs and implementation of mitigation measures. 

implementation of the proposed project would not have a significant impact on agricultural 
resources..." However, the proposed Casino will certainly be open 24 hours per day, 7 
dayS per week, for gaming purposes. The Draft EIR identifies a total of 2,400 new With regards to the Sheriff/Coroner/fire fighting coordination, it is anticipated that 
employees for the project site with a total 59,285 Average Daily Trips (ADT's) to be Casino-related impacts would be offset through sharing of funds provided by the Tribe 
generated for the project that is not only growth-inducing but also creates the potential for through the MOU with the City of Calexico. For non-casino aspects of the project 
adjacent farmlands to be converted to non-agricultural uses. 

funding would be through applicable impact fees, increases in property taxes, and 

other related revenue streams. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

SERVICES, SIGNED BY JURG HEUBERGER, DATED NOVEMBER 13, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 

ICPDS) (conllnved) 

Response to Comment ICPDS-7: 
The issue with 24-hours per day occupancy, seven days per week is related to exposure 
of sensitive receptors to chemicals used in agricultural operations and the associated 
health effects. The comment is correct that the casino likely will be occupied 24 hours 

per day, 7 days per week; however, this will be by different individuals. It is not 
expected that any one person would occupy the casino continuously for anything 
close to a period of 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. 

With regard to growth inducement. Section 6.1. which recognizes the new jobs that will 
be created, concludes that the proposed project would not be growth inducing. The 

project would not be growth inducing because of the high unemployment rate in 
Calexico and the fact that the unemployed local labor force has skills needed to fill 

most project-related jobs, as described in Section 6.1. 

- -----···--·· --- ---- ~------ 
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Comment Letter 

ICPDS 
111CalexrcoPlace (conl'd) 
DEIR Response Letter 

November 13, 2008 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
Page 3 of 5 

SERVICES, SIGNED BY JURG HEUBERGER, DATED NOVEMBER 13, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 
8) Chapter 4.0, Section 4.5 Noise, needs to be revised to look at innate conflicts 

ICPDS-8 

ICPDS) 

(ccnlinued)Response to Comment ICPDS-8: 

adjacent noise levels. The County land to the north and west is currently zoned agric 
which has a higher acceptable noise generation level than the City's commercial 
level. Mitigation needs to be proposed to create a noise buffers between the agric 
lands and the project site to ensure that the people area is not exposed to adverse This comment is that noise from adjacent and nearby farming activities in the County 
levels generated during normal agricultural operations. would adversely affect the proposed commercial uses. Agricultural lands occur 

immediately to the north of the site across Jasper Road. They also occur to the west of 

ICPDS-9 
the site on the western side of the canals and railroad. In both cases, the noise levels 9) The project site plan provided several times throughout the Draft EIR shows a 

crossing the Central Main and Dogwood Canals at the Sunset Boulevard south 
extension, however the Department failed to locate a detailed environmental analysis generated by agricultural activities would be a very small addition to the noise levels 

this proposed bridge. generated by anticipated traffic volumes on Jasper Road and railroad traffic. 
Agricultural noise would occur occosionolly during active farming, and would not be 

10) Review of the pioject site plan shows that of her than Jasper Road presently the only other noticeabie ovei the fraffic ond ioilroad noise levels. Forming-reloted noise would olso 
access to the site is via Scaroni Road. Is there any proposed changes to the existing 
Scaroni Road Bridge as a result of the realignment of Scaroni Road, and has there been be protected by the County's Right to Farm Ordinance. There would be no significant 

any analysis on impacts to the bridge as a result in the increase traffic on Scaronl Road? ICPDS-10 impacts and need for any additional mitigation. 
With Scaroni Road being the only emergency access in the event Jasper Road is blocked 
is the road sized sufficiently to handle the emergency traffic flow7 Is the Sunset Boulevard Response to Comment ICPDS-9: 
bridge being proposed as a second emergency access, is so what is the phased plan The design details for future bridges at Sunset and Scaroni are not known, except that 
construction of the bridge7 

the bridges will span the canals. To the extent possible the effects of these future 

11) As discussed in our prior comment letters, the BIA's Environmental Impact Statement will 

large assemblage of people on a 7/24 continuous basis. The issues that have.heen12. Response to Comment ICPDS-10: 

bridges are address in this EIR on pages 4.6-7, 4.7-3, and 4.7-4. Based on the final design 
need to analyze the development of a casino within a community that has previously not to be completed at a future date, subsequent environmental review may be required. 
experienced one and its resultant impacts on the community, County area, and region, e.g. 
the increased needfor police/sheriff services, fire/emergency services associated with a 

identified with the gaming industry, i.e. negative aspects such as crime, gambling Please see response to Comment ICPDS-9 regarding environmental review of bridges 
addiction, traffic congestion, among others, must be addressed. Any discretionary actions over Central Main and Dogwood Canals. The realignment of Scaroni Road and the 
by the City or the County should only be undertaken after the Tribe-State Gaming Compact Sunset Road bridge are not needed for the Casino Phase of the project. Scaroni Road 
has been completed and with appropriate mitigations having been fully vetted by all 

would be realigned and widened as described in Section 2.4.4.2 of the EIR. The traffic 
impacted parties. 

study has identified the required lane configuration for the Scaroni Road Bridge to 
12) There is no mention of how the proposed Casino addresses impacts to the neighboring handle project-related traffic, and the bridge will provide the needed number of lanes. 

Quechan Tribe's gaming facilities. One of the significant findings for future Tribal gaming For the Casino Phase, Scaroni Road would be the only road to exit the site to the south. 
in the State of California is for a Tribe's economic self-sufficiency, but if achieved at the There would be two entrances to Jasper Road, one at Scaroni Road and one at Sunset. 
price of other local Tribes having their existing operations possibly curtailed or eliminated, 
this may not be in the best interest of the Native American communities in the County of It is considered unlikely that Jasper Road would be blocked for its entire length 

Imperial, between Scaroni Road and Sunset. As such there would be at least two access points 
to the site in emergency situations. The Sunset Road bridge would provide another 

analysis" of the proposal must address what exactly the offsets will be for the proposed access to the site. 

13) The BIA's environmental analysis also needs to address the economic costs to local access to and from the site. It would not serve os emergency access only. It would be 
jurisdictions. If this was a private development within Calexico's city limits, it would 
generate a huge property tax base and, therefore, the socio-economic "cost-benefit IICPDS·I% provided beginning at Phase 1 when project-related traffic volumes warrant another 

Casinb and commercial developments. None of the attachments to the DEIR indlude a 
fiscal impact analysis on the socio-economic costs of the proposed Casino and adjacent Response to Comment ICPDS-I1: 
developments. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Bureau of Indian Affairs the federal 

lead agency for preparation of the EIS. 
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RESPONSE fO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

SERVICES, SIGNED BY JURG HEUBERGER, DATED NOVEMBER 13, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 

ICPDS) (conflnued) 

Response to Comment ICPDS-1P: 
This comments concerns findings required for the approval of future gaming facilities in 
California. Because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue or 

concern the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment ICPDS-11: 

Please see Response to Comment ICPDS-I2 regarding the need to address economic 
effects in an EIR. 
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Comment Letter 
11~CalexicoPlaca ICPDS 
DEIR Response Letter Iconl'd) 
November 13, 2008 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
Page4015 

SERVICES, SIGNED BY JURG HEUBERGER, DATED NOVEMBER 13. 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 

14) A few of the minor "typos" that may need globai review include changing "Planning7 ICPDS) (conllnued) 
Department" to "Planning and Development Services Department"; page 4.1-2, Figure 4.1-1,IICPDS-14 
Existing General Plan Land Uses Map, in the Figure's "Legend* there are a number of mis-i 
spellings that need to be corrected. 

Response to Comment ICPDS-14: 
This comment is noted and the identified typos have been corrected. 

15) A statement is made in the DEIR, page 2-1 8, that "...lt is intended that the i 

in this EIR will be relied upon to satisfy environmental review requirements of a Future Response to Comment ICPDS-15: 
Tribal-State Gaming Compact for a casino at this site... However, the Draft EIR contains The statement on Page 2-18 is related to a future Tribal-State Coming Compact and 
two response letters from the Quechan Tribe and CALTRANS that the NatlonalllCPDS-15 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process must be followed. The submitted Draft EIR does not the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review requirements for federal 

not appear to answer the specific questions raised in the attachment nor meet the NEPA actions of the Bureau of indian Affairs OR National Indian Gaming Regulatory 
requirements. Commission. Past Tribal-State gaming compacts have required the preparation of cc 

CEQA-like document to address the off-Reservation environmental effects of a Class III 
16) Without a written response from the BIA Pacific Regional Office, it is very difficult to provide' 

a comprehensive response to either the Draft EIR or the Bureau of Indian Affairs Gaming Facility. Because there is no existing compact between the Manzanita Band 
environmental analysis prepared for the proposed "Fee-to=Trust" land transfer to the ICPDS-16 and the State, it is not possible to determine the precise requirements that would be 
Manzanita Band. The County has received two letters thatindicate that the National specified in any future compact. The purpose of the statement was to inform the 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process must be followed. public and decision makers that this EIR will be relied upon to fulfill the environmental 

review requirements of a future Tribal-State gaming compact. Whether is Elft will satisfy 

ICPDS·17 

all of the requirements of a future Tribal-State Gaming Compact cannot be known until 
17) The Department is unclear on the phasing plan. Is the Casino the first phase of the project 

or does it run concurrently with one of the other identified project phases7 How does the 
improvements roads, sewer, water, drainage, power, etc., work in relation to the phasing a proposed Compact is prepared and the requirements are fully known. 
plan. The Draft EIR discusses the improvements in terms of the Phases 1 through 4. 
Please- clarify the actual phasing of this project. The Department strongly suggests that the 
casino.phase be incorporated within one of the four phases. Response to Comment ICPDS-16: 

The City of Calexico understands that the Bureau of Indian Affairs is preparing an 
The Department also took the time to do an initial review the proposed Tentative Tract Map, Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the fee-to-trust annexation and the casino 
our comments are as follows: management contract in accordance with the requirements of NEPA. This EIR is not 

BIA's EIS. The City of Calexico believes that the County received a Public Scoping 

jICPDS-18 27, 2008. and the Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 

18) There are a number of inconsistencies and typos between the two Tentative Tract Maps 
(TTM), the Draft EIR and the documents in the Appendices. The two TTM's that have been Notice for the scoping meeting held in the Board of Supervisor's chambers on March 
received to date, i.e. Sheets 1 of 2, dated January 30, 2007, Identifies Lots 1 through 24, and 

Sheets 1 of 2, dated February 15, 2008, identifies Lots 1 through 20, the Draft EIR and dated March 6. 2008. 
Appendices. The Draft EIR, page 2-16, 4. Tentative Tract Map, states that "...The project 
site will be divided into 19 separate lots..." and in the Water Assessment Report, page A-15, 
it states "...subdivide the Specific Plan into 25 separate lots..." all of the documents should Response to Comment ICPDS-1'I: 
be revisited to reflect the correct number of lots, i.e. 19, 20, 24, or 25. The Casino is the first Phase of the project. Phase 1 is expected to follow the Casino 

ICPDS-19 public improvements needed to support the Casino Phase. Please see EIR Sections 
19) According to the County Assessor's Flat maps, the existing parcels consist of three (3) Phase, though there may be some overlap (See EIR Table 2-1). The EIR does provide the 

parcels totaling "215.66 acres". However the latest TTM submitted, identifies the acreage 
as "Area = 266.44 acres". The Draft EIR, dated September 2008, page ES-2, identifies the 
site as "232 acres". The Biological Report, page 1, identifies the project site as "218.37 4.3.5.11 4.1.0.5 (PS2 and PS3), 4.11.4. and 5.2.3.1 A for specific requirements related to 
acre" and for consistency purposes all of the project documents should reflect the correct the Casino phase of the project. In addition, the following table has been created 
acreage figure. based on the information provided in the EIR to try to clarify the specific improvements 

20) Figure 4.8-2, page 4.8-11, Detention Basin "elevations" are not consistent with the TTM I 
for each phase. 

Sheet 2 of 2, or Figure 10, page 57 of the Utilities Study in the Appendices and the ICPDS-50 
"elevations" in ail of the appended documents should be revisited. 

21) The Dran EIR, page 2-1, identities the project as being completed within "...five phases IlrPn~31 
over a period of 11 years... However, Figure 2-5, "Phasing Plan" shows that there are i"' ~~ 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

SERVICES, SIGNED BY JURG HEUBERGER, DATED NOVEMBER 13, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 

ICPDS) (conllnued) 

Response to Comment ICPDS-17: (con~'d.) 

Phose of Development I Project Improvements 

Casino Phase Only Roadway improvements: ore identified as 
Measures T1 in EIR. 

Water Improvements: 

Onsite Improvements: 
24-inch pipeline on Sunset 
Boulevard; 

24-inch pipeline next to Jasper Road: 
12-inch pipeline located at the east 
side at the project site: and. 
8-inch pipelines on public and 
private roads within the project site 
(only those located between Scaroni 
Road and Sunset Boulevard). 

Offsite Improvements: 

24-inch and 12-inch pipelines that 
will connect with the existing 
infrastructure on the intersection of 

Robinson Boulevard and Sunset 

Boulevard and Scaroni Road, 

Wastewater Onsite improvements: 
All the 8-inch and 1Zinch pipelines 

proposed on Sunset Boulevard; 
All the 8-inch and 12-inch pipelines 

proposed on Scaroni Road; 
All the 8-inch and 12-inch pipelines 
proposed between Scoroni Road 
and Sunset Boulevard; 

A 400 GPM Lift Station for temporary 

use; and. 

A 6" Force Man for temporary use 

(hung on Scoroni Road Bridge over 

- ~""` 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

SERVICES, SIGNED BY JURG HEUBERGER, DATED NOVEMBER 13, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 

ICPDS) (conflnued) 

Response to Comment ICPDS-17: (conf'd.) 

Drainage: 
Four detention basins; 

6-inch main in the Casino facility 

area; 

6-inch force main or 1Zinch gravity 
pipeline that will discharge in the 
Strout Drain: and. 

All of the 15, 24. 30, 36. 42, and 48- 

inch pipelines proposed (with the 
exception of those indicated at the 
east side of the proposed Scaroni 

Electricity: identified os Mitigation Measure 
PU3 in EIR. 

Phases 1 and 2 Roadway Imlrooerments: are identified os 
Measures T2 throuah T10 in EIR. 

Water improvements: 
Same as Casino Phase 

Wastewater Onsite Improvements: 
Same as Casino Phase 

Drainage: 
Same as Casino Phase 

Electricity: identified as Mitigation Measure 
PU3 in EIR. 

Phase 3 Roadway Improvements: no direct 
impacts to traffic were identified at this 

cumulative i 

Water Improvements: 
Onsite Improvements: 

12-inch pipeline located next to 
JasperRoad;and, 
8 and 1Zinch pipelines located at 
the west side of Sunset Boulevard 

within the Phase 3 of the project site. 
Offsite Improvements: 

No off-site water improvements are 
needed at this 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

SERVICES, SIGNED BY JURG HEUBERGER, DATED NOVEMBER 13, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 

ICPDS) (conllnued) 

Response to Comment ICPDS-I'I: (cont'd.) 

Wastewater Onsite Imorovements: 
8-inch pipelines located on he 

private road at the west side of 
Sunset Boulevard within Phase 3 of 

the oroiect site. 

Draina4e: 

24-inch pipelines located in the 
private road at the west ride of 
Sunset Boulevard within Phase 3 of 

the 

Electricity: identified as Mitigation Measure 
PU3 in EIR. 

Phase 4 Roadway improvements: no direct 
impacts to traffic were identified at this 

cumulative i 

Water Im~rovements: 

Onsite Improvements: 
&inch pipelines located ot the west 

side of Sunset Boulevard within the 

Phase 4 of the project site. 

Offsite Improvements: 

No off-site water improvements are 
needed at this 

Wastewater Onsite Improvements: 
8-inch pipelines located on the 

private road at the west side of 
Sunset Boulevard within Phase 4 of 

the Droiect site. 

Drainage: 

No stormwater drainage 

improvements are required for this 

Electricity: identified os Mitigation Measure 
PU3 in EIR. 

Response to Comment ICPDS-18: 

The current Tentative Map (TM) is dated May 7, 2008 with 20 lots. The Final EIR has been 
revised to reflect the current tentative map. A change in the number of lots between 

various iterations of the Tentotive Map does not affect the environmental impacts, 
significance of impacts, or mitigation measures reported in the EIR or Technical Reports, 

- II 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

SERVICES, SIGNED BY JURG HEUBERGER, DATED NOVEMBER 13, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 

ICPDS) (conflnved) 

Response to Comment ICPDS-II): (conf'd.) 
because the size of the overall project site and the development intensity reviewed is 

unchanged. For this reason, the technical reports have not been revised to reflect the 

revised Tentative Map. 

Response to Comment ICPDS-I9: 

The correct acreage for the project is as stated on the latest TM as 226.44 acres in three 
County Assessor's Parcels 059-020-06-01: 059-05-01; 059-010-01-01 consisting of 7 land 
parcels. The Final EIR has been revised to reflect the current TM. The biology report is 
based on GIS estimates of acreage, a process that under reported the actual site 

acreage by approximately 3.7 percent. A review of the figures in the biology report 
(see for example Figure 3) and the actual site plan (EIR Figure 2.4) demonstrates the 
biology report is based on the entirety of the project site. The correct acreage that 
should have been reported on Pages 1, 7, 8, 17, and 18 of the Biology Report is as 
follows: 

Site = 226.44 acres 

Active Agriculture = 1.56 acres 

Follow Agriculture = 208.95 acres 

Arrow-Weed Scrub = 2.05 acres 

Tamarisk Scrub = 0.87 acre 

Disturbed Cismontane Alkali Scrub = 0.22 acre 

Ruderal = 9.16 acres 

Disturbed/Developed = 3.63 acres. 

Since the biology report considered the environmental effects of impacting the entire 
site, it merely under reported the acreage based on the use of GIS, the impacts are not 

substantially different than reported in the EIR. Impacts to vegetation remain less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. Since impacts to these vegetation types were 
not found to be significant and remain less than significant, this minor correction does 
not affect the adequacy of the EIR. Impacts to sensitive species associated with the 

vegetation types remain significant and mitigable as reported in the EIR. Since impacts 
remain significant and mitigable with the measures required by the EIR, this does not 
constitute substantial new information and the EIR is adequate. 
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Comment Letter 

ICPDS 
111CalexicoPlaca (cont'dJ 

DEIR Response Letter 

November 13, 2008 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
Page5ofB 

ICPDS-121 SERVICES, SIGNED BY JURG HEUBERGER, DATED NOVEMBER 13. 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 

only four phaseb and page 4.2-4 states that the "...construction would occur in five phasegl jconl.dl ICPDS) LconllnuLd) 
which could span over 10 to 15 years..." 

ICPDS-22 The Utilities Study dated April 2008 and the Tentative Mop doted May 7, 2008 are 

22) On Sheet i of 2, the "Lot 1 Detention Basin 1" identifies the square footage of the basin 
"318,000", however, the Capacity identified at the bottom of the sheet gives the capacity Response to Comment ICPDS-10: 
Basin 1 as "314,605". In the Draft EIR, Figure 2-3, Conceptual Site Plan, page 2-7, 
identifies four (4) proposed "Detention Basins", however, within the "Utilities Study" consistent with four detention basins. The elevations for the detention basins are a 

i. it shows only three (3) detention basins. All of the protect documents should he revisiti conceptual estimaie. Final detention bolin eievafionr will be bored on the final design 
to ensure consistency. and hydraulic calculations and will be reported on the Final Map. 

In Summary: 

The Department has raised a number of significant concerns on the adequacy of this diaff EIR. Response to Comment ICPDS-91: 
above questions need answers, including growth-inducement impacts on adjacent agricultural lands, The Casino Phase will be the first phase of five phases (See EIR Table 2-1). 
identification of mitigation measures arid "fair share" fees, as well as the final details for the various 
agreements between the above-mentioned parties. The Calexico Planning Commission and City 
Council should not take action until review of all documents relating to the 111 Calexico Place has 

taken place by affected entitles and the questions raised have been answered, environmental ICPDS-23 
documents have reviewed and all environmental and funding/fee issues have been resolved. 

The affected County Departments have pro~ided their comments attached hereto this letter. 

The County reserves the right to respond to the Final EIR on 111 Calexico Place when it is received, 
and also to comment on the Bureau of Indian Affairs Draft EIS regarding the· State of California's 

"Gaming Compact", the "Fee-to-Trust Annexation" and the National Indian Gaming Regulatory 
Commission's determination. 

Should you have any questions or comments regarding this matter, please feel free tocontact Jurg 
Heuberger, AICP, at (760) 482-4236, extension 4310 or via e-mail at 
iurclheuberaerQco. imperial. ca. us. 

Sincerely, 

Development Services 
Depa~mentDirector 

Atlachmentr 

a sorrdofsupervbcrs 
~ Ralph Cordova, Caunb Exe~ulvs OMcer 

Michael Raod, Caun~ Cwrjet 
Stephen L. Birdrall Agkullural Comr~oner 
William S. Brunsl, P.E Oepallmenlol Pubac Wo~ks 
Manuel Ortl~ P.E., Asrl CounPI Engloser, Public Wob 
Brad Pdsisr, Air PoUuUanContml Olcer 
Johnny Ramero. Impellalcounty Depus Fire Manhell 
Amy Dubchke, Director, BIA Padne Rqlianal O~a 
Osrrell Gsrdner, Ant Planning 8 Oevelopment Sanlces Diremt 
Jim Minnidc, Cwnty Plannbg Divlrlon Manager 
We: city olCalsxlco Canespondenut Ne 
File: 10.101.10.102, 10.103, 10.105, 10.138 

JH\DGUM\RCUO\CA\S:\Clr( OF CALEXICO\Manani$ Canlno Prolecl\OEIRResponaelsBrl HCalexlmPlaceCadnaPm]ect re commsnln REVISED 1 l-ls08.doa 

Page SofS 

---- ---------------- " 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

SERVICES, SIGNED BY JURG HEUBERGER, DATED NOVEMBER 13, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 

ICPDS) (conenuad) 

Response to Comment ICPDS-22: 

The square footage and volume for all the detention basins are listed in the May 7, 2008 
TM with a total volume of 2.552.868 CF. This volume is adequate to contain stormwater 

associated with a 100-year storm event. based on conceptual design. Since the TM is 

based on conceptual design. the total volume incorporated into the Final Map may be 
somewhat different because it will incorporate final engineering and hydrologic design 
information. 

Response to Comment ICPDS·23: 

The responses to each of the County's comments demonstrate that the EIR for the Ill 
Calexico Place Project was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the 

California Environmentol Quality Act. 

The City looks forward to a continued positive working relationship with the County 
other Cities, and special districts to develop regional strategies to meet regional needs. 
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Comment Letter 

ICDSS 
JC'IES SEMMES .: ~ ...... '.·., 2995 S. 47H S~E~T. SUITE 105 

DIRECTOR XNIPE~RIAL;;COI1NTY EL CGKIRO, C~ 92243 
TELEPHONE: 060) 3374800 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL 

DEPARTMENT OE ~CIAI, SERVICES SERVICES, SIGNED BY JAMES SEMMES, DATED NOVEMBER 10, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER 

~·?·;-~~ ~160PV Icoss) 
11-7-08 

Response to Comment ICDSS-1: 
WECEIVED This comment states fhaf the proeosed project will cause ihe Imperiai County 

Ralph Cordova, CEO Department of Social Services to incur increased costs to provide Children and Family 
County Administration Center NDV 1 O ZOi]O Services and Adult Protective Services to customers and other persons related to the 
EICentro, CA 92243 

proposed casino project. An EIR is required to analyze the potential impacts of the 
IMPERIAl COUEITY 

PLANNING &DEVELOPEIIENTSERVICES proposed project on the physical environment. CEQA does not require an EIR to 
Subject: Estimate of Manzanita Casino Impact on Social Services analyze economic or social effects, such as the increased cost of providing social 

services, unless such effects cause or contribute to a change in the physical 
environment. Since the comment does not identify any physical changes in the 

Dear Ralph, environment that would directly or indirectly caused by the increased cost of providing 
social services, no further response is required. However, the concern expressed in the 

After reviewing and analyzing the impact of the proposed casino with my Depuly comment will be considered by the Planning Commission and/or City Council when it 
Directors of both Adult and Children's services, we have developed estimates based on 
an internal review as well as discussions with other county social service agencies that makes a decision whether or not to approve the proposed project. 

have been impacted by new casinos. Once the casino is up and running we will 
continually track actual time of social workers following up on impacted cases to come 
up with actual on-going costs. 

Impact of Casino on Children and Family Services (Child Protective Services- ICDSS-1 
CPS) 

It is estimated that Children's Services Social VVorkers will spend 40 hourslmonth to 

respond and follow-up on casino related referrals. We estimate approximately 5 
referrals a month at 8 hours Social Worker follow-up per referral. It is projected that 
referrals would include any of a number of different reasons for intervention. These 
include: children left alone while parent(s) are at the casino, gambling addiction 
behavior on the part of one andlor both parents which could result in severe economic 
impact on the family such as inability to meet rent. utility, food and other family 
necessities, emotional stress and mental health issues which could result in domestic 
violence, drug and alcohol abuse issues and other related impacts. 

To estimate costs based on the above, the following methodology was utilized: 

One Social Worker 111 (C Step) at $3,725/month times 40% benefits =35,215 times 
45% overhead (clerical and other allocable support costs) = $7.562/month. 

Based on 173 work hours month (40 hourslwk times 4.33 weekslmonth), it is estimated 
that 40 hours of social worker time month would equal .231214 months (40 hours 
investigationl response time divided by 173 hourslmonth equals .231214/month 
investigationlresponse time. 

ns EQU*L al'mnTuE;nT I hPFIKI(.\1IYF. nCI1OS e\~l·ln~·rx 
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Comment Letter 
ICDSS 
(conf'd) 

ICDSS-I 
Taking $7,562/month fully loaded Social Worker costs times .231214/month I (cont'd) 
investigationlresponse time would equals $1,748.44/month times 12 months equals 
$20,981/year for Children's Services 

Impact of Casino on Adult Protective Services (APS) 

It is estimated that Adult Services Social Workers will spend 40-80 hourslmonth to 
investigate and respond and follow-up on casino related referrals. We estimate 
approximately 3-5 referrals a month with an estimated service time of 8-16lhours per 
case. It is projected that referrals would include a number of different reasons for 
intervention. These include: gambling addiction behavior on the part the adult which 
could result in severe economic impact on the home circumstances such as inability to 
meet rent, utility, food and other necessities, emotional distress and mental health 
issues which could result in depression, suicidal tendencies, drug and alcohol abuse 
issues and other related impacts. One other area of potential referral would be that of a 
caretaker/relative coercing or stealing money from the victim to go gamble. (Fiduciary 
Abuse) We actually have one of those kinds of cases currently and the potential for 
more such cases might be greater with a casino so close. Per our Adult Protective 
Services manager, we are going with the more conservative number of 40 hourslmonth 
because elder abuse is under reported so we may not get as many reports as are 
actually occurring. 

To estimate costs for Adult Protective Services impact, therefore, the following 
methodology was utilized: 

One Social Worker 111 (C Step) at $3,725/month times 40% benefits =$5,215 times 
45% overhead (clerical and other allocable support costs) = $7,562/month. 

Based on 173 work hours month (40 hourslwk times 4.33 weekslmonth), it is estimated 
that 40 hours of social worker time month would equal .231214 months (40 hours 
investigationlresponse time divided by 173 hourslmonth equals .231214/month 
investigationliesponse time. 

Taking $7,5621month fully loaded Social Worker costs times .231?14/month response 
time would equals $1,748.44/month times 12 months equals $20,981/year for Adult 
Protective Services. 

Summary of Costs Estimates: 

Based on the above, our annual estimated impact on Social Services for both the 
Children and Family Services Program and the Adult Protective Services Program is as 
follows: 

$20,981 dollars a year for Children's Services 
$20,981 dollars a year for Adult Services 
$41,962 Total dollars/year impact 

- "-" "~ ~" 
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- Comment Letter 
ICDSS 

(cont'd) 

We therefore are submltting· our estimated annual impact cost of the proposed ICDSS-1 
Wlanzanita Casino at $41,962. 1' (cont'd) 

As mentioned above, once the casino is in operation, we will track actual impact and 
costs and provide that information at such time it is requested. 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to respond to the proposed impacts of the 
Manzanita Casino of the Imperial County Department of Social services. 

Sincereiy. _f 

~Sio-t'Vr~~i~:~.s~-ii~d 
Jar~s)Semmes, Director 
Department of Social Services 

cc JURG HEUBERGER, PLANNING DIRECTOR 
GARY ANDREWS, DEPUTY DIRECTOR ADULT SERVICES 
MICKEY CASTRO, DEPUTY DIRECTOR CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES 
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Comment Letter 

ICFD 

ADMINI6TRATION/PREVENTION \NIPER1LIL OPERATIONG/TRAININQ 
1078 Dogluood Road cousrr 2514 La Brucherie Road 0 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT, SIGNED BY 

Heber, CA 92249 R 

Phone: (760) 482-2420 A Phone: (760) 355-1191 TONY ROUHOTAS, DATED NOVEMBER 10. 2008 (COMMENT LETTER ICFD) 
Fax: 1~60) 482-2427 8 ~tUi: (760) 355-1482 

FIRE Response to Comment ICFD-1: 
As discussed in Section 4.10 Public Services of the Elff, fire protection services for the 

project site will be provided by the City of Calexico Fire Department and its existing 
facilities. As port of the development of the Casino facility portion of the proposed 

project, a joint police and fire station for the City is proposed to be constructed within 
November 10, 2008 the project site to help provide emergency response services to the project site and 

surrounding area. As such, it is not anticipated that the proposed project would require 
substantial services from the imperial County Fire Department. It is anticipated that 

Mr. Jur& Heuberpr, Director 
Lnperial County Planning/Building Dept, Casino-related impacts would be offset through sharing of funds provided by the Tribe 

939 Main Street through the MOU with the City of Calexico. For non-casino aspects of the project 
EICentro, CA. 92243 1 funding would be through applicable impact fees, increases in property taxes, and 

other related revenue streams. 
KE: EIR FOR 111 CALEXICO PLACE SPECIFIC PLAN 

Dear Mr. Heuberger: Response to Comment ICFD-2: 
Any project-related traffic accidents occurring in the County area of Heber would likely 

This letter is in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report that the`Imperial i be responded to by Station 2. See Response to Comment ICFD-I. The EIR identifies 
County Fire Department received and was asked for comment. The EIR is for the 111 i several mitigation measures to reduce traffic related impacts to a level less than 
Calexico Place Speci~e Plan atthe proposed site ofHwy. 111 and Jasper. Ihave significant. With the implementation of these mitigation measures it is anticipated that 
reviewed the project and discussed with staff the potential impacts and wanted to address traffic safety would be improve, which would ultimately reduce traffic accidents. 
the following items. 

.j 
ICFD-1 1. This project borders the Imperial County Fire Department response area for 

Station #2 located in Heber, CA. This project has the potential to generate an 
increased request for services and responses. Inthe event that any calls for aid are 
received for service inthis proposed area, Imperial Co~mty Fire Department 
would request that the adopted fee schedule be adhered to. This would be for 
emergency responses including, but not limited to fue,prevention, medical, 
rescue and hazardous materials/hazardous device responses. 

2. This project also has the potential for generating additional ~affic into the county 

I 
ICFD-IL 

area which would increase the possibilitil of traffic accidents. The Imperial 
County Fice Department has concerns with the possibility for increased traffic 
accidents occurring inthese areas ofhighrated speed. 

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any 
questioas or concerns related to this letter, feel free to contact me at (760) 482-2420. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tony Rouhotas 
Fire Chief .I 

Imperial County Fire Department. 
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Comment Letter 

ICSO 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM IMPERIAL COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE, SIGNED BY 

]In~TPERIAE, COI~BI1L'Y S~ERILI[1'F'S OE'B;I[CE RAYMOND LOERA, DATED NOVEMBER 13, 2008 (COMMENT LETTER ICSO) 
R~B~NH~~aT~ &B~EB~A 

Response to Comment ICSO-I: 
This is on introductory comment to the letter. The following responses address specific 
comments raised in the letter. Please refer to responses to comments ICSO-2 through 

Novelnber 13, 2008 ICSO-4. 

Jur~ Ileuberger, Director Response to Comment ICSO-2: 
County of Imperial Planning nnd Development Services This comment states that the proposed project would have a significant to moderate 
801 Main Street' impact on the Sheriff's Office services, equipment and personnel. An EIR is required to 
El Centro, Ch 92243 analyze the potential impacts of the proposed project on the physical environment. 

CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze economic or social effects, such as impacts to 
SIIRJI~I~C~: RESPONSE TO ENVIROPIMENTAL IMPA~I: RePORT (EI~ for 

111 CRfexico Pince Spaciffe Plan by BRG Consulting -Scptembcr 2008 services, equipment and personnel, unless they would cause or contribute to a physical 
change in the environment. However, it is anticipated that Casino-related impacts 

near Mr. I-ieuberger: would be offset through sharing of funds provided by the Tribe through the MOU with 
the City of Calexico that would help offset the any cost associated with the Sheriff's 

In reference to the subject above, this Office has determined that a 859,621 s~nrefool 

si~tijica~~l lo Ntor(ernf~ impncl on the services, equipment, antl the personnel providedJ 
ICSO-1 

other related revenue streams. 

Clnss III ~ribnl ~nming fos&o fncili~ and ho~el located in the city limits of Calexico, Office services, equipment, and personnel. For non-casino aspects of the project 

which is bordered by the Col,nty of Imperial to the north, east, and west would Ilave a funding would be through applicable impact fees, increases in property taxes, and 

by the Imperial CountL Sheriffs Office. The project consist of a 93,880 square Foot 
gaming area; 400 room Ilotel; 411,000 square foot retail area; 110,000 square foot 
restaur~illt; 395,000 square feet of office space; 340,00 squala feet of office tech space; 
and a 20,800 square foot police/fire station. 

·ne law enforcement agency that would have primary jurisdiction over this project is the ICSO-2 
Calexico Police Department. The Cnlexico Police neparlment currently has allocations 
for 50 sworn police officers and 32 civilian support personnel. The primary services that 
the Police Department provides are patrolling the City of Cnlexico to prevellt crime altd 
apprehend criminals; conduct criminal investigations; establish crime prevention 
programs, and the oversight of animal control services. No~d8nilional servic~s, Ivltich 
Nre )101 deliverrd 6y tile Crrlexlco Police Deparlntent, nre provided by (1,8 Imperinl 
Coa~l(y Sl~eri/j~s Oj/ice fron, Ihe following Llwils: Cosnly Jnil, Coroners, Recor~s, 
Civil, Scienlifle I~~vesligalio~~s, Cour~Bnilif/s, nnd Comn~u~,icalions. 

A proposed project of this venue may hnve n slg~ri/icaal to ntorlemlr impnol on Ihe 
S~eriffs OJflre services, ~luip,nenf, antlperso~nel. Therefore,`it would be reasollnble 
to request funding compensation from tile Manzwita Bantl of I(umcyaay Nation for 
sel~vices, equiptnent, and personnel costs in order to mitigate the impacts of this project. 

The following are theplly nllocnled I~osrly ~'ales for the following positions: 

Deputy Sheriff $73.68 
SlleriBs SEr~e;lnt 9103.70 
Civil Procesu Server $54.00 
Public Safety l)ispatEher $66.81 
Public Safety Dispatcher Supervisor $82.10 

111 1 Il~,`i IIIIII. lit (~l(~ll1I).('~ L)~!-l-l Il~-(ll/~~.~rn.lL·\n.lllF1 I'I1()NI;I1(11)1; 14.(111 1 I:;\\· (!()/l~~:~i(l·(I1IS 
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Comment Letter 
ICSO 

(cont'd) 

I'age~ of2 

Autlitol·'s OTfice. ?'lle cunent Daily Jail R:lte reported to tile Slate ol' Califoluia ·1 ICSO-2cconf~d, l'lcase note tltnt these rates are for fiscal yent 2007/2008 Hnd are yzt to he u],tlarcd hv the 

Depaltmcl~[ orCol·reclions alltl Ilchabilitation is $77.17. 

lr yoo have any further qtleslions regurdinl: this maltel·, plense collli~ct Cllicf I)cpuly 
~uticl·rcz diractly at (7~0)339-6414. 

Best legnrds, 

rOyi^-gj~L\- 
r\aymond L.oera 
Slteri~:f/Col~oneI·/lvlal·sh81 

RL/tlin 
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